
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 106th

 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

.

H6357

Vol. 146 WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, JULY 18, 2000 No. 93

House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. GUTKNECHT).

f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 18, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable GIL GUT-
KNECHT to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate agreed to the
following resolution:

S. RES. 337

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of the Honorable
John O. Pastore, formerly a Senator from
the State of Rhode Island.

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate
communicate these resolutions to the House
of Representatives and transmit an enrolled
copy thereof to the family of the deceased.

Resolved, That when the Senate adjourns
today, it stand adjourned as a further mark
of respect to the memory of the deceased
Senator.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 4516. An act making appropriations
for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 4516) ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for the Legislative Branch
for the fiscal year ending September 30,

2001, and for other purposes,’’ requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. BENNETT, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. BYRD,
to be the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate has passed bills of the following
titles in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S. 2550. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2001 for military activities of
the Department of Defense, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

S. 2551. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2001 for military construction,
and for other purposes.

S. 2552. An act to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2001 for defense activities of
the Department of Energy, and for other pur-
poses.

f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in
no event shall debate continue beyond
9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) for 5 min-
utes.

f

CYPRUS BELONGS TO ALL
CYPRIOTS

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, as I
have done every year I rise again today
to declare my fierce objection to the
26-year occupation of the Island of Cy-

prus by Turkish troops and to express
my grave concern for the future of the
area.

In July of 1974 Turkish troops in-
vaded Cyprus, seized 37 percent of the
island, killed 5,000 people and brutally
expelled 200,000 Greek Cypriots from
their homes. A quarter of a century
later, 1,400 of these people, including 4
Americans, still remain unaccounted
for.

For the past 26 years, Cyprus has
been divided by the green line, a 113
mile barbed wire fence that runs across
the island. Greek Cypriots are prohib-
ited from visiting the towns and com-
munities where their families have
lived for generations. With 35,000 Turk-
ish troops illegally stationed on the is-
land, it is one of the most militarized
areas in the world.

The illegal nature of the Turkish ag-
gression and the brutality with which
it was conducted aroused the indigna-
tion of the entire international com-
munity. The self-proclaimed Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus remains a
pariah in the international community
with no nation, except Turkey, recog-
nizing its legitimacy.

Today, the Cyprus problem continues
to be one of the most critical in the
international arena. In his 2000 State of
the Union address, the President la-
beled it one of his key foreign policy
concerns. Numerous attempts have
been made to find a peaceful resolution
to the issue but so far all have
foundered because of the irrational in-
transigence of Turkey.

Relations with the European Union
have also been affected by this dispute.

Cyprus is in the group of applicants
that are furthest down the path to
entry into the European Union. While
it recognizes the legitimate govern-
ment of Cyprus, the EU has refused to
negotiate with Northern Cyprus as a
separate entity. They have also stated
that Cyprus’ accession is not contin-
gent on a resolution of the territorial
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dispute. If the dispute over Cyprus is
not resolved, Cyprus will accede into
the European Union and Northern Cy-
prus will see the great economic dis-
parity that already exists between the
two regions widened.

Throughout the occupation, the
United Nations has been trying to en-
courage a solution to the Cyprus prob-
lem. U.N. Secretary General Kofi
Annan has sponsored proximity talks
between the President of Cyprus,
Glafcos Clerides, and Rauf Denktash,
the self-proclaimed leader of the Turk-
ish part of Cyprus. The third round of
talks started this month. For these
talks to be successful, there will have
to be significant movement on the part
of the Turkish Cypriots.

The solution that has been endorsed
by the United Nations, by the Euro-
pean Community and by the United
States is the formation of a bizonal,
bicommunal federation. Unification
with Turkey is not an option and nei-
ther is the status quo.

Two weeks ago, I wrote a letter to
President Clinton co-signed by 231 of
my colleagues and 81 Senators encour-
aging him to give his utmost attention
and involvement to the third round of
proximity talks. I hope that the Presi-
dent and the administration will give
these talks the close attention they de-
serve.

Cyprus, Mr. Speaker, belongs to all
Cypriots, whether they are of Turkish
or Greek descent. America has a duty
to the people of Cyprus and to itself to
push for a peaceful and permanent res-
olution to the Cyprus problem. I hope
it is a duty that we will discharge to
the very fullest of our ability.

f

COMMEMORATION OF THE 26TH
ANNIVERSARY OF TURKISH IN-
VASION OF CYPRUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. Maloney) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 4 min-
utes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, once again, as I have every
year that I have been a Member of Con-
gress, it is my distinct honor and privi-
lege to commemorate the 26th anniver-
sary of the 1974 illegal Turkish inva-
sion of Cyprus. Over 77 members of the
Hellenic Caucus join me in the spirit of
remembering this important illegal
date.

The continued presence of Turkish
troops represents a gross violation of
human rights and international law.
Although the President has only a lit-
tle more than 6 months remaining in
office, he has a golden opportunity to
once and for all help resolve the prob-
lem of reuniting Cyprus.

Since their invasion of Cyprus in
July of 1974, Turkish troops have con-
tinued to occupy 37 percent of Cyprus.
This is in direct defiance of numerous
nations’ resolutions and has been a
major source of instability in the east-

ern Mediterranean, but recent events
have created an atmosphere where
there is now no valid excuse for not re-
solving this long-standing, thorny
problem. However, this cannot happen
without the committed and sustained
U.S. leadership.

More than 20 years ago, in 1977 and
1979, the leaders of the Greek and
Turkish Cypriot communities agreed
to work together to establish a
bicommunal, bizonal federation to re-
place the unitary government created
under the 1960 constitution. Even
though this agreement was codified in
U.N. Security Council resolution 939 of
July 14, 1994, there has been no action
on the Turkish side to fill in the de-
tails and once and for all have a final
agreement. Instead, for the last 26
years, there has been a Turkish Cyp-
riot leader presiding over a regime rec-
ognized only by Turkey. It has also
meant the financial decline of the once
rich northern part of Cyprus to just
one quarter of its former earnings.

As my colleagues know, this conflict
reached a low point after the European
Union summit of December 1997 when
Cyprus was invited to participate in ac-
cession negotiations while Turkey was
deemed not yet ready. But since then,
we have seen several positive steps to-
wards peace. First in December, the
European Union formally invited Tur-
key to become a candidate. Then Presi-
dent Clinton made it clear, and he
made a clear statement to Turkish
President Ecevit that a resolution of
the Cyprus problem could not involve a
return to pre-1974 conditions. Most re-
cently, we saw a thawing in Greek-
Turkish relations resulting from the
earthquake diplomacy in which each
country gave assistance to the other
during the tragic earthquakes last Au-
gust and September.

With these developments, there is
now no valid reason for the Turkish
side to resist direct and serious nego-
tiations on all issues during the con-
tinuation of meetings in Geneva. The
U.S., the EU, Greece and Cyprus have
all acted to accommodate Turkish con-
cerns but it remains to be seen whether
Turkey will put pressure on Denktash
to bargain in good faith. And make no
mistake about it, if Turkey wants the
Cyprus problem resolved, it will not let
Denktash stand in the way. We cannot
let one person dictate Turkish Cypriot
policy.

f

REMEMBERING THE KOREAN WAR

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, 50
years ago this month, without warning
or provocation, hundreds of thousands
of North Korean troops invaded South
Korea, pouring across the 38th parallel
and precipitating the Korean War. Un-
prepared South Korean, or ROK, forces

and the handful of Americans on the
ground were incapable of halting this
swift and brutal assault. In a matter of
days, the badly battered U.S. and ROK
units had been pushed back to a tiny
toe-hold on the southern tip of the Ko-
rean Peninsula.

It was only with determination and
unbelievable courage that American
forces, together with South Korean and
allied troops, were able to push back
the attacking North Korean Army. The
break-out of the Pusan perimeter, the
Inchon landing, battles like Pork Chop
Hill and Heartbreak Ridge, the terrible
fight against overwhelming odds at the
frozen Chosin Reservoir, on these and
countless other unnamed battlefields
we beat back the invaders.

The Korean conflict reflected the ab-
solute determination of the United
States to halt the spread of tyranny
and totalitarianism, but the cost was
high. The war that North Korea started
resulted in 39,000 U.S. deaths and over
100,000 wounded and severely under-
mined U.S. relations with Russia and
China. It took decades for our South
Korean ally to recover.

In the so-called Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea, the DPRK, there is
certainly a very different and distorted
interpretation of the events that oc-
curred 50 years ago. Incredibly, accord-
ing to the North Korean news agency,
quote, ‘‘the U.S. instigated the ROK
Army to start a surprise armed inva-
sion of North Korea on June 25, 1950. It
was commanded by the U.S. military
advisory group,’’ end of quote.

The newscast goes on to explain that
in precipitating this unprovoked at-
tack, the U.S. supposedly indiscrimi-
nately carpet bombed throughout
North Korea.

Mr. Speaker, these lies from North
Korea newscasts are not from some an-
cient historical record. No, this was
the broadcast in the last several weeks.
It is worth noting, Mr. Speaker, that
this slanderous pack of lies was broad-
cast right after the recent historic
meeting between South Korean Presi-
dent Kim Dae Jung and North Korean
leader Kim Jong Il. It was broadcast
the day after the United States had an-
nounced the delivery to North Korea of
an additional 50,000 tons of grain. And
about the same time that North Korea
was reinventing history, Secretary of
State Albright was announcing that
North Korea is not a terrorist state or
even a rogue state, but merely a state
of concern.

This member points this out because
of the recent changes in perception re-
garding North Korea. On the verge of
collapse, the hermit kingdom is at
least attempting to give the impression
that it is reaching out to South Korea
and to the West. If North Korea is in
fact sincere in its peaceful overtures,
that certainly would be a dramatic,
positive development. However, it
would be premature to assume that the
DPRK has irrevocably reformed its be-
havior. It would be naive in the ex-
treme to believe that a few gestures
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constitute a reversion of 50 years of
violently confrontational behavior and
terrorism, and it would be foolish to
pretend that North Korea no longer de-
serves to be labeled as a terrorist state.

In recent days, a historic meeting
has occurred between the North and
South Korean leaders. Kim Dae Jung
went to Pyongyang and promised to
open the spigots of foreign assistance,
although at the North’s insistence, it is
called economic cooperation. That is,
the South gives and the North cooper-
ates by accepting. In return, the North
has promised to permit some long-
awaited family reunions of those who
have been torn from their families 50
years ago.

From a public relations standpoint,
North Korea scored a remarkable vic-
tory. Kim Jong Il was described as che-
rubic in the New York Times and,
amazingly, senior administration offi-
cials called him courageous and vision-
ary. But the question remains, has Kim
Jong Il and the totalitarian elite that
rules North Korea made a commitment
to peace? When one examines North
Korea’s record on weapons of mass de-
struction, missiles and support for ter-
rorism, it is not at all clear that it has
made a permanent commitment to
peace.

Despite the 1994 Agreed Framework
that was touted as capping the North
Korean nuclear threat, there is ample
evidence that Pyongyang continues to
pursue an undeclared nuclear program.
An unclassified 1998 CIA report con-
cludes that North Korea possesses be-
tween 6 and 12 kilograms of plutonium
which it acquired before the Yongbyon
nuclear reactor was shut down in 1995.
This weapons-grade material has not
been accounted for. In addition, press
reports from publications such as
Jane’s Intelligence Review suggest the
DPRK has continued its efforts to ac-
quire uranium enrichment tech-
nologies. In 1998, a secret underground
facility was discovered that certainly
seemed like it was related to nuclear
activities.

I hope that North Korea has made a
change, Mr. Speaker, but we need to
see exactly what it has done before we
reach any new conclusions about its in-
tentions.

According to the Congressional Research
Service, Russian and former East German nu-
clear scientists are operating in North Korea.

In contrast to the time when the 1994
Agreed Framework was signed, North Korea
seems on the threshold of being able to attack
the United States with a missile that could de-
liver chemical, biological, or possibly nuclear
weapons. It has produced, deployed and ex-
ported missiles to several countries of great
concern to the United States. The DPRK has
launched a three-stage (Taepo-dong 1) missile
and continues to develop a larger, longer-
range missile (the Taepo-dong 2). Not only
does North Korea now possess a missile ca-
pable of reaching U.S. soil, but it is clear that
it intends to sell such fully developed weapons
systems to the highest bidder. According to a
1999 National Intelligence Estimate, ‘‘the pro-
liferation of medium-range ballistic missiles—

driven primarily by North Korean No Dong
sales—has created an immediate, serious and
growing threat to U.S. forces, interests, and al-
lies, and has significantly altered the strategic
balances in the Middle East and Africa.’’

While individuals in the Executive Branch
argue that North Korea has agreed to halt its
missile program, it is important to note that the
North only has agreed to a moratorium on
flight tests. Design, rocket motor tests, produc-
tion, and sales to other so-called ‘‘states of
concern’’ can continue.

It was just last week, at negotiations that
took place between U.S. and North Korean of-
ficials, that the DPRK flatly refused to halt de-
velopment of missiles. Instead, they made it
clear that development of new and more capa-
ble missiles will continue. In addition, North
Korea demanded $1 billion to impose a ‘‘mor-
atorium’’ on new missile exports. Unfortu-
nately, this is all too typical of the North’s pat-
tern of threats and extortion.

North Korea insists that it is not a terrorist
state, but its past and even recent actions cer-
tainly suggest otherwise. The DPRK has re-
mained a haven for the terrorists of the Japa-
nese Red Army faction. Pyongyang regularly
has infiltrated training and resupply teams into
South Korea and Japan. Other actions include
border violations, infiltration of armed sabo-
teurs and spies, hijacking, kidnapping, assas-
sination, and threats against media personnel
and institutions.

To finance these terrorist activities, North
Korea uses counterfeit U.S. currency. Re-
cently a Japanese Red Army terrorist was
caught while traveling in Southeast Asia with
a North Korean diplomatic passport. This ter-
rorist was carrying over $100,000 in counter-
feit currency. In short, Mr. Speaker, North
Korea has not to date behaved like a country
wishing to join the international family of na-
tions.

Former Secretary of Defense William Perry,
a truly outstanding public servant, was tasked
with reviewing U.S. policy toward North Korea.
He concluded that North Korea had two op-
tions. The first option would be the path of en-
gagement. If the DPRK really sheds its rogue
behavior, the United States should respond
with a reduction of sanctions, and gradual ex-
tension of normal political and commercial ac-
tivity. If, however, the DPRK chooses the path
of confrontation, the Perry-recommended pol-
icy is that the United States and our allies
must meet the North’s aggressiveness with
firmness, resolve, and military might. It must
be clear that America would respond in that
fashion.

Mr. Speaker, it is far too early to tell which
path the DPRK will choose. It is possible that
they will opt for peaceful engagement. Amer-
ica and South Korea obviously hope that it is
the path the DPRK will choose, but we must
end the cycle of extortion which the North has
successfully pursued with the United States.
One insubstantive summit meeting does not
guarantee such a sea change in behavior.
This nation must maintain its resolve to prepo-
sition 100,000 troops in the Asia-Pacific area,
with 37,000 on the Korean Peninsula. We
must resist the temptation to throw even more
money at the North without demonstrable
progress in reducing the threat. And, we must
continue to aggressively pursue the develop-
ment of ballistic missile defenses capable of
defending this nation against the emerging
ballistic missile threat—a threat made ever-

more immediate by the North Korean missile
development program and its missile exports.

Mr. Speaker, this Member genuinely hopes
that North Korea will one day become merely
a ‘‘state of concern.’’ But until this Member
sees ample evidence to the contrary, he must
continue to view North Korea as a ‘‘terrorist
state’’ and to regard the Korean Peninsula as
the place on the globe where American forces
might again be attacked and a tragically costly
war begun again.

f

ANTIBIOTIC RESISTANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to sound the alarm about a silent
war that is going on all over the world,
the war between people and infectious
diseases.

It is not a new war. Since humans
first walked the earth, microbes have
preyed on us and we have fought back.
As recently as the 19th century, the av-
erage life span in Europe and North
America was 50 years, and the likeli-
hood of dying prematurely from infec-
tious diseases was in most places as
high as 40 percent.

With the widespread introduction in
the 1940s of penicillin and other anti-
biotics, we thought we had won the
war. Finally, we could cure a whole
raft of infectious diseases that rou-
tinely took human lives across the
whole span of a human lifetime, from
infancy through the prime of life to old
age.

A month ago, the World Health Orga-
nization issued a report that paints a
comprehensive picture of the renewed
danger we face from infectious dis-
eases. Microbes are mutating at an
alarming rate into strains that too
often fail to respond to drugs.

Dr. Gro Harlem Brundtland, director
general of the WHO, recently stated,
we currently have effective medicines
to cure almost every major infectious
disease, but we risk losing these valu-
able drugs, and our opportunity to
eventually control many infectious dis-
eases, because of increasing anti-
microbial resistance.

The report describes how around the
world almost all infectious diseases are
becoming resistant to existing medi-
cines. In Estonia, Latvia, and parts of
Russia and China, over 10 percent of tu-
berculosis patients have strains resist-
ant to the two most powerful TB medi-
cines. Because of resistance, Thailand
has completely lost the means of using
three of the most common anti-ma-
laria drugs. In New Delhi, typhoid 10
years ago could be cured with three in-
expensive drugs, but now these drugs
are largely ineffective. A small but
growing number of patients are already
showing primary resistance to AZT and
other new therapies for HIV-infected
people.

Patients admitted to hospital wards
are especially vulnerable. In the U.S.,
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some 14,000 people become infected and
die every year from drug-resistant mi-
crobes to which they were exposed in
hospitals. As many as 60 percent of in-
fections around the world acquired in
hospitals are caused by drug-resistant
microbes.

In the U.S., overuse of the antibiotics
is a key cause of resistance. The more
frequently that microbes are exposed
to these drugs, the more quickly they
develop defenses against them. Pa-
tients are demanding and physicians
are prescribing drugs for conditions
that simply do not require antibiotics.

Overuse of antibiotics in the agricul-
tural sector is also contributing to the
resistance problem in a big way. Live-
stock producers use antibiotics to treat
sick animals, as they should, but they
also use antibiotics to promote more
rapid weight gain in healthy animals.
Many of the antibiotics used in live-
stock are also used in humans, includ-
ing tetracycline and penicillin. In farm
animals, prolonged exposure to anti-
biotics provides a breeding ground for
resistant strains of salmonella, E. coli,
and other bacteria which are harmful
to people. When transferred to people
through the food chain, these bacteria
can cause dangerous infections that are
resistant to drugs.

Antibiotic use in livestock is causing
resistance in large part because of the
sheer volume of antibiotics used in the
farm for subtherapeutic purposes, not
treating ill animals but making live-
stock put on weight more rapidly so
they are ready for market more quick-
ly.

Forty percent of all antibiotics man-
ufactured in the United States are
given to animals. Eighty-eight percent
of all antibiotics used on-farm are used
subtherapeutically, just for weight
gain.

Among hogs, 93 percent receive anti-
biotics in their diets at some time dur-
ing their quote/unquote grower/finisher
period.

The medical community has been
raising concerns about antibiotic use
in livestock for decades. Thirty years
ago, the Swann Committee in the
United Kingdom concluded that anti-
biotics used in human therapy should
not be used as growth promoters in
animals. Since that time, mounting
scientific evidence has pointed to the
dangers of overusing these precious
drugs in livestock. It is time, Mr.
Speaker, to take a close look at anti-
biotic use in agriculture, and take de-
cisive action to protect people from re-
sistant microbes that move through
the food chain, from animals to our
young children to our oldest citizens
and to all of us.

f

THE POSSIBILITY EXISTS TO RE-
DUCE OUR NATIONAL DEBT AND
OUR ANNUAL INTEREST PAY-
MENTS BY BILLIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from

Washington (Mr. METCALF) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, does
one believe it would be possible to re-
duce our national debt by $500 billion
and to reduce our annual interest pay-
ments by $25 billion, with no harm to
anyone, nor to any program? Sounds
too good to be true but it is possible,
and it is simple.

Most people have little knowledge of
how money systems work and are not
aware that an honest money system
would result in a great savings for the
people. We really can cut the national
debt by $500 billion and reduce our Fed-
eral interest payments by $25 billion
per year. It is an undisputable fact that
Federal Reserve notes, that is our cir-
culating currency, is issued by the Fed-
eral Reserve in response to interest-
bearing debt instruments. Thus, we in-
directly pay interest on our paper
money in circulation. Actually, we pay
interest on the bonds that back our
paper money, that is, the Federal Re-
serve notes. This unnecessary cost is
$100 each year to each person in our
country.

The Federal Reserve obtains these
bonds from the banks at face value in
exchange for the currency, that is the
Federal Reserve notes, printed by the
Bureau of Engraving and Printing and
given to the Federal Reserve without
cost.

The Federal Reserve appears to pay
the printing costs but in fact the tax-
payers pay the full cost of printing our
Federal Reserve currency. The total
cost of the interest is roughly $25 bil-
lion, or about $100 per person in the
United States. Why are our citizens
paying $100 per person to rent the Fed-
eral Reserve’s money when the United
States Treasury could issue the paper
money exactly like it issues our coins?
The coins are minted by the Treasury
and essentially sent into circulation at
face value.

The Treasury will make a profit of
$880 million this year from the issue of
1 billion new gold-colored dollar coins.
If we use the same method of issue for
our paper money as we do for our coins,
the Treasury could realize a profit on
the bills sufficient to reduce the na-
tional debt by $500 billion and reduce
annual interest payments by $25 bil-
lion.

Federal Reserve notes are officially
liabilities of the Federal Reserve, and
over $500 billion in U.S. bonds is held
by the Federal Reserve as backing for
these notes. The Federal Reserve col-
lects interest on these bonds from the
U.S. Government and then returns
most of it to the U.S. Treasury. Thus,
it is a tax on our money that goes to
the United States Treasury, a tax on
our money in circulation.

Is there a simple and inexpensive way
to convert this costly, illogical, con-
voluted system to a logical system,
which pays no interest directly or indi-
rectly on our money in circulation?
Yes, there is.

Let me present two alternatives to
accomplish it. First, plan A. The Na-
tion’s Treasury prints and issues
United States Treasury currency in the
same denominations and the same
amounts as the present Federal Re-
serve notes. Because the new U.S. cur-
rency would be issued into circulation
through the banks to replace or ex-
change for the Federal Reserve notes,
there would be no change in the money
supply. The plan would remove the li-
ability of the Federal Reserve by re-
turning to the Federal Reserve the
Federal Reserve notes in exchange for
the $500 billion in interest-bearing
bonds now held by the Fed. Then be-
cause the liability is lifted, the Federal
Reserve returns the bonds to the U.S.
Treasury. The Nation would thus have
a circulating currency of United States
currency, United States Treasury cur-
rency, or U.S. notes, bearing no debt
nor interest.

The national debt would be reduced
by $500 billion and annual interest pay-
ments reduced by over $25 billion. The
easiest way we can save our taxpayers
$25 billion.

Possible drawbacks of plan A. Our
currency circulates worldwide and it
would be impossible to find and ex-
change all that currency and in addi-
tion the cost of printing all the new
paper money would be huge. So we
have plan B, the best solution. Con-
gress merely must pass a law declaring
Federal Reserve notes to be official
United States Treasury currency,
which would continue to circulate as it
is now.

The Federal Reserve, now freed from
$500 billion liability, simply returns
their U.S. Treasury bonds which back
the Federal Reserve notes to the
United States Treasury. This reduces
the national debt of the United States
by $500 billion and reduces interest
payments by over $25 billion annually.

f

TWENTY-SIXTH ANNIVERSARY OF
TURKEY’S INVASION OF CYPRUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 1
minute.

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to acknowledge the 26th anniver-
sary of Turkey’s invasion and occupa-
tion of Cyprus. Today an estimated
35,000 heavily armed Turkish troops
continue to occupy 37 percent of the is-
land. If a solution is ever to be
achieved, it is essential that all deci-
sions and pronouncements of the inter-
national community be fully imple-
mented. It is my hope that the United
States Congress will continue to firmly
support the people of Cyprus by urging
Turkey to comply with the resolutions
of the United Nations and to work in-
structively for a solution. It is impera-
tive that we take all necessary steps to
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actively support efforts to end the forc-
ible division of the island and its peo-
ple and to unify Cyprus through a just
and lasting solution.

Twenty-six years of occupation are
enough. Twenty-six years of occupa-
tion are 26 too many. It is time to end
the occupation now.

f

THE ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I would like to use this oppor-
tunity to congratulate the American
people on a remarkable achievement.
We are now 112 months into the current
economic expansion, the greatest pe-
riod of prosperity ever. Thanks to the
innovation and hard work of everyone
in this Nation, we have built a $9.4 tril-
lion economy. Just to put this in per-
spective, 112 months of continued eco-
nomic growth. This economic expan-
sion has lasted for over 9 years, start-
ing during the Bush administration in
April of 1991. The roots of this era of
prosperity, however, reach further
back, to 1991.

Michael Cox, an economist with the
Dallas Federal Reserve Bank, traces
this unprecedented expansion even fur-
ther back, a total of 18 years. Since
1982 the U.S. economy has benefited
from continued growth for all but 6
months in this 18-year period. That is
right, over the last 205 months the
economy has been in a slump for only
180 days.

b 0930

Now, many of us believe the archi-
tect of this expansion, this incredible
economic force, was President Ronald
Reagan. So we ask, why?

Reagan pushed the idea of reducing
taxes. He reduced the taxes from a top
rate of 70 percent, and we forget about
that today, down to 28 percent. He ini-
tiated stability of the currency and
monetary policies; and the inflation
rate was 15 percent and he brought it
down to 3 percent in 1986, and then he
launched deregulation of the energy,
gas, transportation industries. Many of
us believe this unleashed the creativity
of the American people by allowing
them to keep more of what they earned
and saved.

What are the fruits from this dy-
namic reduction in taxes? It has been
announced recently, yesterday, that
the Federal Government is forecasting
a $4.6 trillion budget surplus over the
next 10 years. This year, the Federal
budget surplus will be the largest ever,
$224 billion. That is 2.4 percent of our
Nation’s total economic output.

Mr. Speaker, these surpluses have
helped us to pay down the national
debt by $140 billion over the past 2
years, and by a total of $400 billion by
the end of this year. We are on a pace
with our plan to eliminate the public

debt by the year 2013. However, we
should not forget the source of these
dollars.

The fact that we are running sur-
pluses is one thing, but the fact is, the
American people are being over-
charged. Over the next decade, the peo-
ple of this Nation could end up paying
$4.6 trillion more in taxes than the
Government needs. That amounts to an
overcharge of $14,000 for every man,
woman and child in this country. If we
do the math, that turns out to be
$56,000, and I assume every family out
there would rather have this $56,000
than to give it to the United States
Government.

Mr. Speaker, only 4 months ago, the
total surplus projected for the next 10
years stood at $2.9 billion. Interest-
ingly, this revised increase of $1.3 tril-
lion alone would be more than enough,
more than enough to cover the tax cuts
vetoed by the President last year and
the $500 billion tax cut presented by
the Vice President this year, combined.
This newly anticipated windfall also
would be enough for the tax cuts advo-
cated by Governor George Bush of
Texas.

Does this mean that the whole $4.6
trillion should be earmarked for tax re-
lief? No, I am not saying that. Mr.
Speaker, $2.3 trillion of this surplus is
expected to come from Social Security
taxes, and those dollars should be set
aside to meet the needs for older Amer-
icans. That is why the Republicans cre-
ated a lock box to protect the Social
Security surplus. However, Mr. Speak-
er, that leaves almost $2.2 trillion in
non-Social Security surpluses; and a
portion of that, I believe, should go to
the rightful owners.

As I mentioned, this year’s surplus
will run about $220 billion. Recently,
we voted to end the death tax, a meas-
ure that the President has threatened
to veto. This death tax raised $23 bil-
lion in 1998, one-tenth of the 2000 sur-
plus. We recently voted to reduce the
tax penalty on married couples. The
cost of making the Tax Code more fair
for families is $182 billion over 10 years.
That is less than this year’s surplus
alone. Again, the defenders of big gov-
ernment say we cannot afford this.

Mr. Speaker, I know the American
people can spend their own money
more wisely than the Government can
spend it. We trust our citizens to vote
to raise a family and to serve on juries;
let us allow them a portion of their
surplus, and I believe they will be bet-
ter off.

f

ANNIVERSARY OF TURKISH
INVASION OF CYPRUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GUTKNECHT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 19, 1999, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 1 minute.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, 26
years ago on July 20, Turkey invaded
Cyprus. I will enter into the RECORD at

this time the statement on develop-
ments this year to resolve the human
rights and political crises resulting
from that illegal invasion.

Mr. Speaker, in the almost 26 years of the
division and occupation of Cyprus, many con-
sider the next few months to be the best op-
portunity to bring about a Cyprus solution.
Many developments have brought us to this
moment of caution and hope.

On December 3, 1999, proximity talks on
the Cyprus problem were held for the first time
in over two years. During the week of Decem-
ber 3–14, 1999, United Nations Secretary
General Kofi Annan and U.N. Special Advisor
on Cyprus Alvaro de Soto had a series of sep-
arate meetings in New York City with Cyprus
President Glafcos Clerides and Turkish-Cyp-
riot leader Rauf Denktash.

Both sides laid out their position on the four
core issues identified by the Secretary Gen-
eral: security, territory, separation of powers,
and property. The completion of this first
round of proximity talks and the agreement of
the two sides to keep talking was widely
praised and raised hopes that the climate may
be shifting towards a concerted effort for a
comprehensive settlement.

A second round of talks took place in Gene-
va, Switzerland from January 31st through
February 8th, 2000. During this round, the two
sides explored in greater depth the range of
issues and prepared the ground for meaning-
ful negotiations.

Shortly thereafter, during the period of Feb-
ruary 28th through March 1st, U.N. envoy
Alvaro de Soto traveled to Cyprus for a famil-
iarization visit. Mr. de Soto had a full program
of meetings on both sides of the divide—in the
southern, government-controlled areas of the
Republic, and in the northern part illegally oc-
cupied by Turkey since its invasion in 1974.
The visit also took de Soto across the U.N.
controlled buffer zone to observe peace-
keeping operations.

I would like to say a few words about Alvaro
de Soto, a diplomat who I know well. On be-
half of the United Nations, Mr. de Soto suc-
cessfully facilitated negotiations between the
two warring parties in El Salvador’s civil war.
These were not easy negotiations: the dif-
ferences and conflict between the two parties
had a history going back decades and were of
much-longer standing than just 12 years of
armed conflict. Tens of thousands of civilians
had been murdered during the war. And hun-
dreds of others had disappeared. I quickly
learned to respect and admire Mr. de Soto’s
diplomatic skills, his patience, and his under-
standing and ability to distinguish between
those issues which must not be compromised
and those that might be more easily brokered
between the two parties if a lasting peace
were to be secured. I was most impressed by
his integrity and commitment to achieve a last-
ing peace, one that would bring real peace to
a long-suffering civilian population. While I be-
lieve the Cyprus conflict is, in many ways,
more difficult and intractable than El Sal-
vador’s, I have greater hope that a solution
may be negotiated because of Alvaro de
Soto’s involvement in identifying core issues
and steps that might lead to a successful
agreement.

Earlier this month, the parties met with
Alvaro de Soto, again in Geneva, to continue
proximity talks. Those discussions adjourned
on July 12th and will resume on July 24th.
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They will proceed until early August and re-
sume again in New York City at the United
Nations on September 12th. We are all dis-
appointed that Turkish Cypriot leader
Denktash interrupted the process and left the
talks to return for the Turkish Cypriot celebra-
tion of the July 20th invasion of Cyprus. I re-
main hopeful, however, that continued inter-
national interest in and pressure for a nego-
tiated settlement will result in a return of good
faith efforts by all parties to move the agenda
forward when talks resume on July 24th.

The international community has been con-
sistent throughout the past quarter century in
expressing its support for a unified Cyprus.
Over the past several months, it has been par-
ticularly forceful in expressing its support and
desire for successful proximity talks leading to
a comprehensive negotiated settlement. These
include strong statements from the European
Union, leaders of the G–8 nations, the United
Nations Security Council, the Clinton Adminis-
tration and the U.S. Congress.

The people of Cyprus have suffered too
long. A lasting and comprehensive solution,
one based on international law and democratic
principles, can and must be negotiated.

Twenty-six years ago, on July 20th, Turkey
invaded Cyprus. As a result, an estimated
35,000 heavily armed Turkish troops continue
to occupy 37 percent of Cyprus’ territory.

I hope that this year, the beginning of the
new millennium, a new anniversary will be cre-
ated. It will be the year when the breakthrough
happens and the people of Cyprus are
blessed with peace, security, reconciliation
and a single democratic sovereignty.

f

COMMEMORATING THE ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE OCCUPATION OF
CYPRUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, today we
are observing a tragic occasion, the in-
vasion of Cyprus by Turkish troops. I
commend the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. BILIRAKIS) who has, over the
years, made certain that the House
does not fail to observe the events of
July 1974, the tragic consequences of
which still persist today, more than a
quarter of a century later.

The occupation of northern Cyprus
by Turkish troops which began some 26
years ago has turned into one of the
most vexing problems of the inter-
national community, confounding the
efforts of five presidents, four U.N. Sec-
retaries General, and many of the
world’s top diplomats, including our
own.

Late last year, we finally saw the
first faint signs of hope when Rauf
Denktash, a Turkish Cypriot leader,
decided after more than 2 years of
stonewalling, to agree to participate in
U.N.-sponsored proximity talks with
President Clerides, the Greek Cypriot
leader. A few days ago, the third round
of those talks resumed in Geneva. Al-
though they have recessed until later
this month, the good news is that they
are going to continue, and further

rounds for the fall of this year are also
scheduled.

But mere talks alone do not achieve
any resolution of this issue. We need to
see substantive discussions with real
progress being made.

It is gratifying that this summer, we
have had two young people from Cy-
prus serving as interns with our Com-
mittee on International Relations.
They have given their personal view-
point, providing some convincing evi-
dence to us that a resolution of the Cy-
prus problem is very possible, if suffi-
cient political will is brought about by
both sides. Greek Cypriot President
Clerides has over the years dem-
onstrated that kind of will. We must,
therefore, look to Mr. Denktash and to
Ankara. There is, thankfully, a new dy-
namic at play, which is the European
Union’s accession talks with Cyprus
and the prospective candidacy for EU
membership that was extended to Tur-
key by the EU just late last year.

Membership in the European Commu-
nity is now at hand for Cyprus; and
with all of that, it entails cementing a
peaceful and prosperous future for the
Cypriot people. Likewise, Turkey, in
order to demonstrate its own commit-
ment to the peaceful democratic values
that lie at the core of the European
Union, must decide whether it wants to
play a positive role in resolving the Cy-
prus dispute, or a divisive one.

Mr. Speaker, when I first came to the
Congress some 28 years ago, Cyprus
was one of the first international crises
in which I became involved as a mem-
ber of our Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, as it was then labeled. It is one of
the most frustrating facts that I have
faced as I look back on that now, after
a quarter of a century during which we
have seen the collapse of communism
in Europe, greater peace in the Middle
East, a possible settlement in Northern
Ireland, and conflicts resolved in the
Balkan tinderbox, but no movement on
Cyprus.

Accordingly, we call upon our State
Department and our President to con-
tinue to place the highest priority on
working with the Turkish Government
and all parties in Cyprus to produce re-
sults in this ongoing U.N. negotiation.

I have conferred with our special
envoy to Cyprus, Al Moses; and I know
that he is committed to achieving suc-
cess, but he needs to have the contin-
ued backing of high officials, including
our President. With such support, I am
confident we can produce the outcome
that we have all been seeking for so
long, a reunified Cyprus and a peaceful
and prosperous future for all of the
Cypriot people.

f

TURKEY AND CYPRUS: THE TIME
FOR PEACE IS NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) is recognized dur-
ing morning hour debates for 1 minute.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished chairman of the

House Committee on International Re-
lations for his statement and for his
long-standing support and leadership in
educating us all on this issue.

I rise today to join him and other
colleagues, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), who will follow,
in acknowledging this tragic invasion
of Cyprus by the government of Tur-
key.

We are here, as we heard the Chair-
man say, for the 26th anniversary of
the hostile assault on Cyprus which un-
lawfully led to the declaration of inde-
pendence by the Turkish Cypriots.

Mr. Speaker, time and time again,
Turkey has violated international law,
imposing a systematic campaign of
harassment and intimidation in the oc-
cupied areas. This has led to severe
problems such as internally displaced
refugees, violations of human rights,
and the disappearance of over 1,400
Greek Cypriots.

Mr. Speaker, Turkey is our ally. We
give them military aid and other forms
of assistance. It is about time that we
demanded that this ally comply with
the United Nations and end this deplor-
able crisis.

The time for peace is now.
f

THE BEST OF TIMES AND THE
WORST OF TIMES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 2 min-
utes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, it is the best of times and the worst
of times.

In 1993, it was somewhat the worst
situation in this country in terms of
overspending and debt. We had a $250
billion deficit every year, as far as the
budgeters could project. Earlier this
year in January, CBO and OMB pre-
dicted there was going to be a $26 bil-
lion on-budget surplus next year—a $28
billion surplus this year. Yesterday,
they predicted a tremendous increase
in tax revenues, almost three times the
amount in terms of on-budget surplus
this year for an estimated $84 billion.
Next year, they are projecting $102 bil-
lion surplus. Our economy has been
growing now for 18 years—steadily for
the last 10 years.

But remember, back in 1993 the Clin-
ton administration and the Democrats
made a decision that we should in-
crease taxes in order to have deficit re-
duction. They passed the largest tax
increase in history, $250 billion. As it
turned out, half of that money was
used to expand domestic social pro-
gram spending. The other half used to
reduce borrowing.

If the goal of that huge tax increase
was to have a smaller deficit and now
we are looking at a projection of $4.6
trillion to $5.6 trillion surplus over the
next 10 years with the unified budget,
it is time to give back some of that tax
increase. Let us reduce that 4.3 cent
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gas tax increase passed. Let us rescind
and reduce the extra Social Security
tax that was also part of that 1993 tax
increase.

And of course the President pushed
for and got an increase in the income
tax going to a new top rate of 39.6 per-
cent, increased the death tax, and in-
creased the payroll tax on workers.

It could help make this the best of
times for the American people during
these times of huge surpluses, by re-
pealing some of those tax increases
that the other side of the aisle along
with Mr. Clinton and Mr. GORE got
passed in 1993.

f

RENEWING U.S. COMMITMENT TO
CYPRUS IN THEIR QUEST FOR
PEACE
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues have mentioned this morn-
ing, July 20 will be the 26th anniver-
sary of the illegal Turkish invasion of
Cyprus. Although two rounds of U.N.-
sponsored proximity talks between the
Cypriot and Turkish sides have been
completed in recent months, the Turks
are casting the shadow of failure over
the negotiations by employing provoc-
ative and destabilizing behavior.

For example, the current round of
proximity talks have been temporarily
suspended by the Turkish Cypriot lead-
er so he could fulfill his stated inten-
tion to postpone discussions in order to
attend the so-called ‘‘Peace and Free-
dom Day’’ on July 20 in the Turkish-
occupied area of Cyprus. This action
sends an unmistakable message that
the Turkish side is not taking the cur-
rent proximity talks seriously. Rather,
the Turkish side is just spinning its
wheels.

Should the current round of talks
end up as all previous efforts have in
the last 26 years, the United States
should be prepared to act forcefully. In
the last 2 years or so, there have been
a number of initiatives that both the
international community, and the Cyp-
riots have taken to try and jump-start
this decades-old problem and make the
environment more fertile for a nego-
tiated peaceful settlement. Turkey
should be held accountable by the
United States if it purposefully under-
mines these efforts.

In December of 1998, the U.N. Secu-
rity Council passed resolutions 1217 and
1218. The former, Mr. Speaker, re-
affirmed that any settlement be based
on the federated bi-zonal, bi-communal
framework. The latter called for the
Secretary General to work with the
two sides to reduce tensions and arms
on the island, a position consistent
with the Cypriot government’s offer to
demilitarize all of Cyprus, an offer that
has been rejected by the Turks. The
United States supported both of these
measures.

Following the passage of these two
resolutions, the Cypriots unilaterally
decided not to deploy the S–300 anti-
missile system they were considering
deploying in an effort to give legs to
the U.N. Security Council resolutions.

Attempting to build on this momen-
tum, in June of 1999, the group of eight
industrialized nations, or G–8, urged
the U.N. to invite the two sides’ leaders
to begin peaceful negotiations without
preconditions in the fall of 1999. The
U.N. Security Council in turn passed
two more resolutions, 1250 and 1251, re-
affirming its support for negotiations
under the bi-communal, bi-zonal fed-
eration framework and requesting that
such negotiations move ahead.

These events did, in fact, lead to the
onset of negotiations in December of
1999. Despite the U.N.’s call for nego-
tiations without preconditions, how-
ever, the Turkish side came to the
table insisting that a number of unre-
alistic conditions be met before real
discussions could occur.

The negotiations, Mr. Speaker, are
expected to resume on July 24. While
the U.N. and the United States should
do whatever it takes to facilitate con-
tinued negotiations, the U.N. and the
U.S. should also take note of the man-
ner in which the Turkish side is con-
ducting itself.

Mr. Speaker, for 26 years now, the
people of Cyprus have been denied their
independence and freedom because of a
foreign aggressor. I urge all of my col-
leagues to join me in remembering
what the Cypriot people have suffered
and continue to suffer at the hands of
the Turks. I also urge my colleagues to
join me in pressuring the administra-
tion to focus American efforts to move
the peace process forward on the Turk-
ish military, which has real and sub-
stantial influence on decision-making
in the Turkish Government. If and
when the Turks undermine yet another
peace effort, the U.S. should instanta-
neously do what I have been calling for
for years, punish Turkey by making
drastic and immediate changes to our
relationship with Ankara.

As the Turks interrupt peace nego-
tiations to celebrate their brutality as
Cypriots mourn their dead and all they
have lost, the United States must let
the people of Cyprus know that we will
have freedom and independence again
and that we will help them attain it.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, on July 20th
2000, we will mark the 26th anniversary of
Turkey’s invasion of the sovereign State of
Cyprus. It was on this date in 1974, Turkish
troops began a campaign of terror. During the
Turkish invasion, nearly 200,000 Greek Cyp-
riots were forced to flee their homes in the
northern part of the island of Cyprus. After
twenty-five years, Greek Cypriots are still pro-
hibited from returning to their homes and re-
main refugees within their own country.

Over 1,400 men, women and children who
vanished during the invasion have not been
accounted for, and the Turkish government
continues to refuses to provide information as
to their whereabouts.

During these 26 years of occupation, Turkey
has relocated some 80,000 Turkish citizens to

Northern Cyprus, thus changing the demo-
graphic structure in the north. Most of the
homes and land that have been reoccupied by
Turkish citizens were once the homes of
Greek Cypriots who were evacuated during
the invasion. Historical institutions of cultural
and religious heritage, including archaeological
sites and churches, have been pillaged and in
many cases completely destroyed.

Tragically, there are only 500 Greek Cyp-
riots still living in the occupied area, and even
those few families are subject to constant and
systematic campaigns of harassment and in-
timidation. In some instances, they are forbid-
den to travel and attend school, clearly being
denied of their basic rights.

In 1983, Turkey encouraged a ‘‘unilateral
declaration of independence’’ by the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). This
declaration was condemned by the U.N. Secu-
rity Council, as well as the U.S. government.
Consequently, the U.N. Security Council called
for Turkey to withdraw from Cyprus imme-
diately. To date, the TRNC is not officially rec-
ognized as a sovereign State by any country
except for Turkey.

In June of 1999, the European Commission
of Human Rights found Turkey responsible for
continuing to violate several provisions of the
European Convention of Human Rights, in-
cluding not accounting for missing persons,
limiting the living conditions of the enclaved,
and failing to protect the properties of the dis-
placed person.

Despite the continuing efforts on behalf of
the U.S. and the international community to
negotiate a peaceful settlement, 35,000 heav-
ily armed Turkish troops continue to occupy
more than one-third of the island. Turkey had
previously thrown a wrench in the peace talks
by advocating two preconditions: first, prior
recognition of the TRNC, and second, Cyprus
withdrawing its EU membership application.
Fortunately, through international pressure and
diplomatic maneuvering, a new round of prox-
imity talks were undertaken without implemen-
tation of these conditions. The first of which
took place in December 1999 under U.N. aus-
pices, and the most recent talks commenced
on July 5th in Geneva.

Mr. Speaker, I reiterate my argument from
last year that the continued occupation of
Northern Cyprus is clearly an affront to count-
less U.N. resolutions calling on Turkey to with-
draw its forces and return all refugees to their
homes, and for Turkey to respect the sov-
ereignty, independence and territorial integrity
and unity of the Republic of Cyprus. this is an
insult to the United States and the global com-
munity which has worked tirelessly to unify
Greek and Turkish Cypriots in a peaceful
manner.

I hope that the U.S. and the international
community will continue to advocate for this
new round of proximity talks and fervently
work to find a peaceful solution to this conflict
that has torn Cyprus apart and caused 26
years of suffering for thousands of families.

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
denounce the illegal occupation of Cyprus by
Turkey. Twenty-six years ago today, the Turk-
ish military invaded Cyprus, driving 200,000
people from their homes. Since then, the Turk-
ish military has continued to occupy a third of
the island, in defiance of international law.
During this time, nations around the globe
have sent the clear, unequivocal message that
the Turkish occupation of Cyprus is patently il-
legal and must end.
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Nonetheless, Turkey continues to defy the

international community, engaging a deliberate
strategy to change the ethnic composition of
Northern Cyprus. Since forcing out the Greek
Cypriot population from the occupied area,
Turkey has settled thousands of Turks from
Anatolia in Northern Cyprus in a blatant at-
tempt to prevent the return of the native Greek
Cypriot population.

The recent talks held in Geneva provide a
glimmer of hope that those forced out of
Northern Cyprus by the Turkish invasion may
finally be able to return home. But the world
community will be watching carefully. There
have been too many false starts, too many
dashed hopes, for the Greek Cypriot refugee
population to be convinced that peace is fi-
nally at hand.

In this dispute, the United States has played
a positive role in bringing the parties to the
table to begin their discussions. But now the
United States must go further. We must clear-
ly say to Turkey that it is time to bring the Cy-
prus dispute to an end. This can only happen
when the Turkish military leaves Cyprus, and
lets Greek and Turkish Cypriots settle their
own disputes in the context of a free, unified,
and democratic Cyprus.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
sadness that I rise today to recognize the 26th
anniversary of Turkey’s tragic invasion of
Cyprus.

Cyprus gained independence from Great
Britain in 1960 but its success as a new re-
public only lasted until 1963. After years of tur-
moil and violence between the majority of
Cypriots of Greek ethnic origin and the minor-
ity of Cypriots of Turkish ethnic origin, Turkish
troops invaded the island in 1974. Over 1,400
Greek Cypriots have been missing since the
Turkish invasion and all remain unaccounted
for. Today, Turkish troops continue to occupy
37 percent of Cyprus’ territory.

The invasion led to the widespread disloca-
tion of the Cypriot population and to numerous
related refugee and property problems. Nearly
200,000 Greek Cypriots were forcibly evicted
from their homes and became refugees in
their own country.

Over the last three decades, Turkish au-
thorities in Cyprus have waged a ceaseless
campaign of systematic harassment and in-
timidation of Greek Cypriots. The flagrant
human rights abuses by Turkey have been
condemned repeatedly by international
authorities.

Turkey is a member of NATO and an ally of
the United States. We should use all of our in-
fluence to further a negotiated settlement in
Cyprus and support the United Nations in its
efforts to do so. Applications by the Republic
of Cyprus and Turkey to become full members
of the European Union may present a fresh
opportunity to resolve the conflict. Let us take
this chance.

My fellow colleagues, I urge your continued
support for the people of Cyprus. I also join
my colleagues in encouraging President Clin-
ton to continue his efforts to promote peace in
Cyprus during his last months in office.

After 26 years of forcible division it is high
time to take firm steps to reach a peaceful set-
tlement of this ongoing conflict.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS) and
the gentlelady from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
for organizing today’s commemoration.

It saddens me greatly that again we are re-
membering the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, in-

stead of celebrating a united island and a res-
olution to the Cyprus problem.

Twenty-six years ago, on July 20th, 1974,
over 6,000 Turkish troops and forty tanks
landed on the north coast of Cyprus and
heavy fighting took place. Turkish troops
pressed on to the capital city of Nicosia,
where the heavy fighting continued. By the
time a cease fire had been arranged on Au-
gust 16th, Turkish forces had taken the north-
ern one third of the country. Throughout the
battles and subsequent occupation, there were
extensive tales of atrocities, abductions, rapes
and executions. It was only as those abducted
or taken prisoner of war began to filter back to
their homes after the cease fire that it became
apparent that hundreds were missing.

Nearly 200,000 Greek Cypriots, who fell vic-
tim to ethnic cleansing, were forcibly evicted
from their homes and became refugees in
their own country. More than a quarter of a
century later, the Turkish occupation still pre-
vents them from returning to homes which
have been in their family for generations.

35,000 Turkish troops have occupied north-
ern Cyprus since the summer of 1974. During
this time, Turkey’s government has shown
what it is that it is not a democracy. It is a mili-
tary dictatorship in which the generals allow
only as much democracy as they want. The
Turkish government continues to support the
illegal occupation of Cyprus, while also con-
tinuing to persecute its Kurdish population,
and to spurn normal relations with Armenia.

However, today, for the first time I do see
the potential for the resolution of this conflict.
Not only have Presidents Denktas and
Clerides recently engaged in the third round of
U.N. sponsored talks, Turkey’s candidacy for
the European Union creates a new urgency
for a solution to be found for this situation.

I want to encourage these talks to continue
and for the Clinton Administration to support
them in every way possible. After twenty-six
years of division, it is imperative that the
United States and United Nations take all
steps to support the efforts to bring an end to
the forcible division of the island and its
people.

Mr. MARTINEZ. Mr. Speaker, I join my
friend, the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida, and my colleagues in commemorating the
26th anniversary of Turkey’s military invasion
and continued illegal occupation of northern
Cyprus.

Twenty-six years have passed since Turkey
illegally invaded the northern part of Cyprus.
On July 20, 1974, Turkey launched a full scale
invasion on Cyprus, forcing more than
200,000 Greek Cypriots from their homes. To
this day, these refugees are prevented from
returning to their homes by the Turkish Army.
Turkey’s bloody invasion of this Mediterranean
island state has been rightfully condemned by
the United Nations and all peace loving na-
tions of the world.

Later on this month, Greek Cypriot Presi-
dent Glafcos Clerides and Turkish Cypriot
leader Rauf Denktash will meet again in Ge-
neva. I hope that this meeting will lead to a
constructive outcome, but this can only occur
if Mr. Denktash is willing to meet President
Clerides halfway. Mr. Denktash must be willing
to negotiate in good faith. Only when these
two Cypriot leaders meet in good faith will
there be a resolution to the Cypriot problem.

Mr. Speaker, the 26th anniversary of Tur-
key’s cruel invasion of northern Cyprus should

weigh heavily on the conscience of all civilized
people of the world who share in the under-
lying principle that military aggression must
not prevail.

Mr. Speaker, the status quo must be bro-
ken. The paralysis in U.N. sponsored negotia-
tions must be broken. And the intercommunal
strife that has torn Cypriots apart must be set-
tled peacefully. But none of these worthy ob-
jectives can occur as long as Turkey con-
tinues to violate international law and flout
U.N. resolutions condemning its oppressive
occupation of 40 percent of Cypriot territory.

It is indeed a sad testament to Turkey’s in-
transigence that more than a quarter of a cen-
tury after its invasion of northern Cyprus, its
troops still occupy a third of Cyprus. Turkey
must realize that its military occupation stands
as an obstacle to a just and permanent solu-
tion of the Cypriot problem.

Mr. Speaker, a permanent solution to the
Cypriot impasse must take into consideration
the anxieties and legitimate concerns of both
Greek and Turkish Cypriots. However, the first
step toward reconciliation and peaceful reunifi-
cation must be the end of Turkey’s illegal oc-
cupation of northern Cyprus.

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
commemoration of the 26th anniversary of the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus. As a member of
the Congressional Hellenic Caucus, I look for-
ward to a day when peace comes to the re-
gion and we no longer have to come to the
floor each year and remind the world that this
occupation continues.

26 years ago, nearly 200,000 Greek Cyp-
riots were forced from their homes during the
Turkish invasion. This act of aggression re-
sulted in the capture of over forty percent of
the island, and the death of five Americans
among scores of Cypriots. Since that time,
more than 1,400 Greek Cypriots have gone
missing and are unaccounted for. The inva-
sion took a toll not only on the people of Cy-
prus, but also on the island’s rich religious and
architectural history as churches and other
places of worship have been destroyed.

ver the years, Turkey has continuously up-
graded its military presence on the island. In
contrast, Greek Cypriots have been willing to
compromise. The international community has
also sought a decrease in tension.

As we watch the ongoing talks between the
Israelis and Palestinians at Camp David, we
are reminded that peace is possible—indeed it
is the only option. Since the time of the inva-
sion, the United Nations has sought to reach
a just peace agreement for Cyprus. I am
pleased that the recent round of talks in Gene-
va have been encouraging.

I look forward to July 2001 when, I hope, we
will be celebrating the peace in Cyprus, and
remembering the futility of aggression.

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, today I rise in
remembrance of the invasion of Cyprus by
Turkish forces in July of 1974. It was 26 years
ago, Mr. Speaker, that more than six thousand
Cypriots lost their lives, and more than
200,000 were displaced from their homes and
communities by the advancing Turkish forces.
With their culture threatened, their ancestral
lands occupied, and their rights deprived, Cyp-
riots have endured untold suffering. It is a ter-
rible human tragedy and affront to all who
support human rights that more than a quarter
of a century later the situation remains unre-
solved.

There are several United Nations resolu-
tions calling for a peaceful end to the situation
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under the guidelines of a bi-zonal, bi-com-
munal federation based on a single sov-
ereignty and a single citizenship with the inde-
pendence and territorial integrity of Cyprus
safeguarded. There have been resolutions
passed through this body which have called
for a peaceful conclusion to the conflict and an
end to the Turkish occupation. The Cypriot
government has made extraordinary efforts to
reach an accord with the Turkish government,
displaying goodwill, courage and a bold vision
of peace. However, to date, all of this is to no
avail.

Turkey employs a standing army of more
than 35,000 troops, hundreds of tanks and
other sophisticated weapons on the island,
and maintains a substantial amphibious force
permanently stationed on the Turkish main-
land base closest to Cyprus. Turkey has made
no serious effort to implement agreements
made in good faith regarding the status of ref-
ugees, property rights and human rights and
has exhibited a rather tenacious intransigence
in working toward demilitarization and peace.

Mr. Speaker, the status quo is unaccept-
able, the occupation is illegal and a peaceful
solution must be reached. Today, I am happy
to say, there is hope for this solution. Negotia-
tions between the Turks and Cypriots under
United Nations auspices in Geneva are sched-
uled to resume on July 24 and to continue into
August and even into the autumn; we can only
have hope that this time, the tragedy and suf-
fering of the Cypriots will be eased by a
peaceful and true conclusion. I implore all
sides to the conflict to be bold, to be coura-
geous, to reach out for the vision peace and
stability which can be achieved, and to give
the world hope by closing this unfortunate
chapter in the history of Cyprus.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join my colleagues in marking the 26th year of
Turkey’s illegal invasion and partition of the
Republic of Cyprus. I commend Congress-
woman MALONEY and Congressman BILIRAKIS
for their leadership on this issue and thank
them for calling this special order.

This anniversary is not a happy occasion,
but it is one which serves to remind us of the
continuing strife that the people of Cyprus
have faced everyday for over two decades.

In 1974, using United States military equip-
ment, Turkey invaded the Republic of Cyprus,
killing 4,000 Greek Cypriots and capturing
over 1,600 others, including 5 United States
citizens. Though the Turkish Government has
been condemned by this Congress and the
international community time and time again, it
has not halted its unjustified occupation.
Today, Cyprus remains cruelly divided. A
barbed-wire fence known as the green line
cuts across the island separating thousands of
Greek Cypriots from the towns and commu-
nities in which they and their families had pre-
viously lived for generations.

The human rights violations by the Turkish
Government on the people of Cyprus also
continue. The freedoms of religion and assem-
bly are frequently stifled, and intimidation by
the military is ongoing and ever present.

On July 5, 2000, U.N. sponsored Cyprus
talks resumed in Geneva with the full support
of the United States and all members of the
U.N. security council. Now is the key time to
resolve the Cyprus problem and the only way
forward is through a sustained process of ne-
gotiations and a solution which can unite Cy-
prus and its people. President Clinton has em-

phasized that we must ‘‘work for an end to the
tragic conflict on Cyprus, which is dividing too
many people in too many ways.’’

After 26 years of division, it is urgent that all
the necessary steps are taken to actively sup-
port a just and lasting solution to the island’s
armed conflict. A peaceful resolution of this
conflict is long overdue.

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to join my colleagues to remember the 26th
Black Anniversary of Turkey’s invasion of Cy-
prus that occurred on July 20, 1974.

Following the first assault and despite the
fact that talks were being held in Geneva to
resolve the situation, on August 14, 1974, the
Turkish army mounted a second full-scale of-
fensive. By the end of the offensive, Turkey in-
creased its hold on Cyprus to include the
booming tourist resort of Famagusta and the
rich citrus-growing area of Morphou. Over 37
percent of the area of Cyprus came under
Turkish military occupation, an area Turkey
still holds today, despite international con-
demnation.

As a result, 200,000 Greek Cypriots were
made refugees in their own country and 70
percent of the economic potential of Cyprus
came under military occupation. Moreover,
thousands of people, including civilians, were
killed or ill-treated by the Turkish invaders.
There are still 1,619 Greek Cypriots missing
as a result of the Turkish invasion, many of
whom were held in Turkish custody.

Currently, Cyprus remains divided with
35,000 Turkish troops stationed there as a
constant reminder of this violation of human
rights and international law. Only Turkey rec-
ognizes the Turkish Cypriot State in the north.
A 2,500-member U.N. peacekeeping force pa-
trols the buffer zone between north and south.

Mr. Speaker, this Congress must do every-
thing we can to state our firm condemnation of
the Turkish invasion and our unwavering sup-
port of the self-determination of Cyprus and
the sovereignty of Greece. Thousands of fami-
lies still bear the terrible scars of the invasion.
They must have their land and homes back!

It is time for the United States to join its
voice in calling for a solution based on the
U.N. resolutions. The time is now for us to use
all of our influence on Turkey to obtain peace
in Cyprus.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, today, on
the 26th anniversary of Turkey’s invasion of
Cyprus, I rise to voice my concerns regarding
that state’s current efforts to gain entrance into
the European Union.

On Friday, the British Broadcasting Com-
pany reported that, ‘‘Foreign Minister Ismail
Cem and Guenter Verheugen, member of the
EU commission responsible for enlargement,
have said that relations between Turkey and
the EU are ‘developing rapidly’ . . . and that
a compromise could be reached’’ regarding
Turkey’s entrance into the European Union.

Yet, as the EU discusses Turkey’s entrance
into the European union, I feel that it is nec-
essary to discuss the human rights violations
and violations of the Vienna III agreement that
are currently taking place in the occupied area
of northern Cyprus. Turkey still occupies 37%
of the Cyprus territory, which was illegally an-
nexed in the 1974 Turkish invasion. Currently,
Turkey maintains 35,000 troops in this territory
and there are still 1,400 Greek Cypriots, in-
cluding four Americans of Cypriot decent, who
are unaccounted for. Turkey is the only state
in the world that recognizes the northern Turk-
ish Cypriot state.

In an attempt to alter the demographic
make-up of the northern Cyprus region, Tur-
key has transplanted over 80,000 Turkish set-
tlers to the area and has illegally distributed
land belonging to evicted Cypriots—actions
prohibited by articles 9 and 17 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights set forth in the
Geneva Convention of 1949. Turkish soldiers
are also responsible for destroying Byzantine
churches and other places of worship. These
violations have not gone unnoticed by the Eu-
ropean commission of Human Rights, which
issued a report in June of 1999 that found
Turkey in violation of the European Conven-
tion on Human Rights in regards to the issues
of missing persons, the living conditions of the
enclaved, and the properties of displaced per-
sons.

But these violations of international treaties
are not new. In 1983, Turkey established uni-
lateral independence in the area of military oc-
cupation—a direct violation of international
Treaties establishing the Republic of Cyprus.
Since 1974, the UN has adopted numerous
resolutions calling for the withdrawal of all for-
eign forces from Cyprus, the return of refu-
gees to their homes in safety, and respect for
the sovereignty, independence, territorial in-
tegrity and unity of the Republic of Cyprus.

If Turkey is going to press ahead with its ef-
fort to gain acceptance into the EU and de-
mand legitimacy in international markets, it
must commit to drastic change and become
more aligned with the goals and ideals central
to the European Union. Eligibility for EU admit-
tance should hinge on Turkey’s willingness to
abide by these treaties and withdrawal from its
current position in Cyprus.

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to join with my colleagues in bringing the
House’s attention to the 26th anniversary of
the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, a tragedy that
continues to upset the peace and stability of
the eastern-Mediterranean region. The Turkish
invasion, which occurred on July 20, 1974,
has led to the expulsion of over 200,000
Greek Cypriots from their ancestral homelands
for more than a quarter of a century.

The systematic campaign of ethnic cleans-
ing and harassment of Greek Cypriots has sig-
nificantly marred the rich history of Cyprus and
its people. Lootings and destruction continued
to be ordered against archaeological and reli-
gious monuments in an attempt to wipe out
the Hellenic and Christian Orthodox heritage
of the island. The policies of redistributing
Greek Cypriots’ land to the 80,000 transferred
Turkish settlers brought from the mainland by
the Turkish government, and of harassing
those Greek Cypriot enclaves forced to live
within the stifling confines to Turkish-controlled
areas on the island, are offensive to our na-
tion’s values. These violations of international
law, unless acknowledged and remedied, will
continue to cast a grim shadow on the future
of all Cypriots.

We, here in the House of Representatives,
must remember the thousands of innocent
Greek Cypriot victims not just for the meaning
of their suffering, but also as a reminder of all
those who have fallen victim to vicious ethnic,
religious, and social hatred. Even today, ethnic
strife remains a pox on the international com-
munity, and the unrelenting pattern of conflict
around the world illustrates the importance of
commemorative anniversaries such as the one
we acknowledge today. Perhaps, it is only
when we focus on the similaries of suffering
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between the people of the world that we can
move beyond the differences among us. Our
nation’s unshakable commitment to human
rights and the dignity of all people demands
that we acknowledge and remember all those
who have suffered at the hands of bigotry, ha-
tred and intolerance around the world.

As a nation, we witnessed a myriad of
atrocities in the last century. In response,
rightly, we have committed our nation to both
working for the peaceful resolution of ethnic
conflicts around the world and to defending
truth and memory where injustice has oc-
curred. Today, I am proud that this House
again ensures that the victims of aggression
on Cyprus are not victimized in memory as
they were in life.

Mr. Speaker, I am here today for a simple
reason: to publicly recall that since 1974, thou-
sands of innocent Greek Cypriots, regardless
of sex or age, have been victimized by ethnic
cleansing and partition for no just cause. Fail-
ure to take note of the situation in Cyprus is
to become a party to this gross injustice, for
as we all know, silence and inactivity amounts
to acceptance.

I continue to advocate the unwavering sup-
port of this House in support of the people of
Cyprus in their struggle for a peaceful and just
settlement to this protracted and ugly conflict
with Turkey.

Mr. Speaker, I’d like to commend and thank
my colleagues Congresswoman CAROLYN
MALONEY and Congressman MICHAEL BILI-
RAKIS, the co-chairs of the Congressional Hel-
lenic Caucus. Thanks to their leadership, this
House has again fulfilled America’s commit-
ment to memory and decency, and most im-
portantly, has kept faith with the people of Cy-
prus. I’d also like to recognize and express my
thanks for the tireless devotion of America’s
citizens of Hellenic descent. Thanks to them
and their commitment, the atrocities which
have occurred in Cyprus will not be forgotten.
We must build on their successes and work
together to find an end to this terrible injustice
as soon as possible.

Mrs. KELLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join with my colleagues in marking the 26th
Black Anniversary of Turkey’s invasion of the
island of Cyprus. On July 20, 1974, the gov-
ernment of Turkey sent troops to Cyprus and
forcefully assumed control of more than one-
third of the island. This action dislocated near-
ly 200,000 Greek Cypriots, forcibly evicting
them from their homes and creating a refugee
problem that exists to this day. Additionally,
over 1600 Greek Cypriots are still missing or
unaccounted for as a result of this brutal inva-
sion.

The Turkish Cypriot community has histori-
cally shown its unwillingness to move towards
a negotiated settlement with their Greek
neighbors. The removal of the roughly 35,000
Turkish troops from the island of Cyprus is
central to any such agreement, as is compli-
ance with the previously agreed upon param-
eters for any solution. However, the Turkish
government is doing the exact opposite. They
have continued their arms buildup on the is-
land, have abandoned reconciliation efforts
begun on a bi-communal grassroots level,
have added two new preconditions for the re-
sumption of the peace talks and are now
seeking the creation of a confederation of two
sovereign states. The net result of these ac-
tions is to make any sort of reconciliation all
the more unlikely.

The Greek Cypriots have continually dem-
onstrated their flexibility and willingness to
compromise in order to bring an end to this
long-standing dispute. The Cyprus government
has made numerous gestures of goodwill in
an effort to move the peace process forward.
In the last year, they have canceled the de-
ployment of a Russian defensive surface to air
missile system on Cyprus in an effort to head
off any escalation of this conflict. In addition,
Cyprus has continued to comply with the pre-
conditions established by the United Nations
Security Council resolutions, and has even put
forth a plan for the demilitarization of the is-
land.

In another positive step forward, last year
for the first time in a substantive way, the
leaders of the G–8 dealt with the Cyprus issue
in their meeting in Cologne (June 20, 1999)
and urged the UN Secretary General, in ac-
cordance with the Security Council resolutions,
to invite the leaders of the two sides to com-
prehensive negotiations without preconditions.
The UN Security Council in its resolution
adopted on June 29, 1999 reiterated the G8
leaders’ appeal and requested the UN Sec-
retary General to proceed accordingly (UNSC
resolution 1250 [1999]).

As a result of this coordinated international
effort, a new round of proximity talks between
the two communities was launched, under UN
auspices, which began in December 1999.
This process is still continuing, with a second
round of proximity talks having taken place in
Geneva in February 2000 and a third round
which began on July 5, 2000, with the full sup-
port of the US and all the other members of
the UN Security Council. This process has
once again stalled with the Turkish Cypriot
Leader’s decision to leave the talks to return
for Turkish Cypriot celebration of July 20,
2000.

The U.S. government must again take bold
steps to show its continued resolve to the
Turkish government that it is serious about
moving towards peace in Cyprus. In this re-
gard, I am pleased to be a so-sponsor of
House Concurrent Resolution 100, urging the
compliance by Turkey with United Nations
Resolution relating to Cyprus. It is essential
that the United States and the entire inter-
national community continue to work for the
long awaited resolution to this tragic event.

Mr. Speaker, it is with decisive steps such
as these that we can begin to hope for a
brighter future for Cyprus. I wish to commend
the Gentleman from Florida, Mr. Bilirakis, and
my other colleagues on the Hellenic Caucus
for their steadfast work in this area. I look for-
ward to working with him, and all who share
our concerns, to achieve a unified and peace-
ful Cyprus in the future.

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to begin by thanking my col-
league from Florida, Mr. BILIRAKIS, for this spe-
cial order commemorating the 26th anniver-
sary of the Turkish occupation of the island of
Cyprus.

In 1960, the Republic of Cyprus was formed
after the island received its independence
from Great Britain. From the start it struggled
to balance the various ethnic and religious dif-
ferences between its people in such a way
that would provide for a harmonious and
democratic nation. Both the Cypriot govern-
ment and the Cypriot people sought to prosper
in peace rather than fall victim to the plague
of sectarian infighting. But, for the people of

one third of that democratic nation, the dream
of peace and prosperity has been denied.

Since the Turkish invasion of the northern
third of the island in 1974, the Cypriot people
have endured countless violations of their
human rights at the hands of foreign invaders.
Following the occupation, a Turkish policy of
ethnic cleansing has resulted in nearly
200,000 Greek Cypriots being evicted from
their homes. The Turkish military has pre-
vented their repatriation ever since and many
Cypriots continue to live as refugees in their
own nation.

Throughout the decades following that initial
suspension of human rights, international or-
ganizations have sought to compel the Turkish
military to return basic human rights and free-
doms to the people of northern Cyprus. But
despite the signing of agreements designed to
reunite Cyprus under democratic government,
the Turkish military has never honored their
promises with positives results. To this day
they still pursue the vain and unjust goal of
establishing a separate, Turkish republic in the
north. The Turkish military even goes so far as
to violate the Geneva Convention of 1949 by
its effort to bring 80,000 mainland Turks to
colonize the homes and lands of Cypriots that
had been ethnically cleansed in previous dec-
ades.

Although the world is rife with instances of
injustice, the frequency of that injustice is no
excuse for complacency. This Congress must
continue to speak out against the actions of
the Turkish military to subvert the existence of
the free and democratic nation of Cyprus. We
must support the efforts of those who would
seek peace and unity over those who would
promote fear and division. We, as the Con-
gress of the United States, must note that with
great power comes great obligation, and that,
therefore we are obliged to speak out against
the tyranny of the Turkish occupation of Cy-
prus. We must speak out for a peaceful and
just solution to this oft overlooked international
issue. To close, I would like to thank the
strong Greek and Cypriot communities of
Rhode Island for bringing this important issue
to my attention and I hope that we will all
honor their efforts through this commemora-
tion today.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my colleagues Congressman MICHAEL
BILIRAKIS and Congresswoman CAROLYN
MALONEY for calling this special order and for
bringing the public’s attention to this sad anni-
versary we commemorate this week.

This Thursday, July 20th marks the 26th an-
niversary of the Turkish invasion and occupa-
tion of northern Cyprus. On that sad day 26
years ago, over 50,000 heavily armed troops
landed in northern Cyprus.

Today 35,000 of those troops remain in Cy-
prus and are used, along with Turkish police
forces, to harass and terrorize the Greek-Cyp-
riots remaining in the occupied area.

Those Greek-Cypriots remaining in the
Turkish occupied area are referred to as the
enclaved. They are called the enclaved be-
cause when the Turkish forces invaded the is-
land, over 200,000 Greek-Cypriots were forc-
ibly evicted from their homes their families had
lived in for centuries.

Under an international agreement signed in
1975 called the Vienna III Agreement, 20,000
Greek-Cypriots and Maronites were to be al-
lowed to stay in the northern area called the
Karpasia Peninsula and in certain Maronite vil-
lages.
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That Vienna III Agreement had not been

honored because of those 20,000, only 500
remain.

This is the result of a systematic campaign
of harassment and intimidation and continuing
massive violations of their most basic human
rights and freedoms, including those guaran-
teed by Turkey in the 1975 Vienna III Agree-
ment.

In a hope to bring an end to the suffering of
these brave people, I filed H. Con. Res. 80
last year, which today I am happy to report
has 131 cosponsors.

H. Con. Res. 80 is a modest resolution sim-
ply seeking to bring attention to and thereby
end the suffering of the enclaved and urging
the President of the United States to under-
take efforts to end the restrictions on the free-
doms and human rights of the enclaved peo-
ple of Cyprus.

The violations of the enclaved people’s
human rights and of the agreements signed by
Turkey have been documented in UN reports.

The daily life for the enclaved is far from the
normal life guaranteed by the international
agreements. As stated in the 1999 case Cy-
prus vs. Turkey before the European Court of
Human Rights, taken as a whole, the daily life
of the Greek Cypriot in northern Cyprus is
characterized by a multitude of adverse cir-
cumstances.

These adverse circumstances include: the
absence of normal communication, the un-
availability in practice of the Greek Cypriot
press, the insufficient number of priests, the
difficult choice before which parents and
school children are put regarding secondary
education, the restrictions and formalities ap-
plied to freedom of movement, the impos-
sibility to preserve property rights upon depar-
ture or death and the various other restrictions
create a feeling among the persons concerned
of being compelled to live in a hostile environ-
ment in which it is hardly possible to lead a
normal private and family life.

If these Turkish created difficulties were not
enough to get these enclaved people to aban-
don their traditional family homes, over 80,000
Turkish settlers from the mainland have been
moved to the occupied area and are living in
the homes the Greek Cypriots had to flee
from, in violation of international law.

The history of this military occupation is a
sad history with many disappointments. Pres-
ently, thanks to the efforts of the United Na-
tions and others in the international commu-
nity, the two sides are in their second round
of negotiations.

My heart is full of hope that these talks find
the breakthrough that all the previous talk did
not find. But I believe that our Administration
must do all it can to show the Turkish side
that the settlement of this conflict is a high pri-
ority.

Moreover, that the plight of the enclaved will
not be tolerated any longer and it must be
known that Turkey’s attitude toward the plight
of the enclaved will affect the United States at-
titude towards Turkey.

The recent improved relations between
Greece and Turkey does give us cause for
hope but that is no reason to hold back our
earnest desire that the Cyprus dispute be fi-
nally ended and that the island and its people
no longer be divided.

I believe that this is a time for pressure on
both sides but mostly the Turkish side. I hope
our Administration plays its part during these

negotiations. As for us here in Congress, I
know we will continue to do our part to help
the cause of freedom and justice for the
enclaved people of Cyprus.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 10 a.m.
today.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 45 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.

f

b 1000

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order at 10 a.m.

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Glen Warner, Pastor,
Second Congregational United Church
of Christ, Ashtabula, Ohio, offered the
following prayer:

The Lord is my light, and my salva-
tion.

Whom then shall I fear?
The Lord is the strength of my life.
Of whom then shall I be afraid?
Faithful, Father God, Creator of all

mighty galaxies and human hearts;
May our work be worship today as

minds and hearts are newly formed by
Your creating spirit. We do not seek to
change Your mind, but to open ours.

May common sense prevail! We thank
You for the brilliance and the passion
of America! Forbid that we settle
today for shallow sentiments of the
merely secular or values faded into
pale pastel shades! Forgive our dimin-
ished expectations.

Almighty God! By Your spirit save us
from ourselves and the misuse of all
the good and perfect gifts we have re-
ceived from Your hand! And all God’s
people said, Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge
of Allegiance.

Mr. LAMPSON led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

WELCOME TO THE REV. GLEN W.
WARNER

(Mr. LATOURETTE asked and was
given permission to address the House

for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, it is
my pleasure today to welcome the Rev-
erend Glen W. Warner as our guest
chaplain today. Glen is the Pastor of
the Second Congregational United
Church of Christ in Ashtabula, Ohio, a
post that he has held for the last 3
years.

I have had the pleasure of knowing
Glen and his wife Nancy and their won-
derful family for the past 6 years. Their
generosity in time and spirit is well
known in our community. Churches,
children’s services, and philanthropic
causes of all stripes have benefited
from Glen and Nancy’s involvement.
Glen was actually the Republican can-
didate for the seat that I have the
pleasure of holding in 1982.

Glen is also blessed with an endear-
ing sense of humor. According to a
newspaper account heralding his visit
here, Glen was asked what he planned
to incorporate into his morning prayer
with us this morning. I will quote:
‘‘Warner said he has talked to several
Ashtabulans, seeking their opinion as
to what he should mention in his pray-
er. One woman’s suggestion that War-
ner pray for a Democratic majority ob-
viously didn’t make the cut.’’

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to wel-
come Glen to the House this morning
and thank him for his service.

f

SECURITY LEAKS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, our na-
tional security is serious business. The
American people have a right to know
that we are safeguarding our defense
secrets well. But the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration has botched the job. A
suspected spy was allowed access to
critical secrets in Los Alamos for 17
months after FBI Director Freeh ad-
vised the administration he should be
removed from classified areas.

Between November of 1997 and No-
vember of 1998, 191 supercomputers
were shipped to Communist China.
Only one was checked by the adminis-
tration to make sure it was not being
used for weapons development.

In 1996, the Loral Corporation was
found by the Department of Defense to
have damaged our national security by
sending critical missile technologies to
the Chinese, but the administration
went ahead and had them keep launch-
ing missiles in China, ignoring DOD’s
recommendations. I might add, the
CEO of this company gives $1 million a
year to the Democratic National Com-
mittee.

In June we found out that hard drives
containing secret nuclear data were
missing for a month before even any-
one noticed.

Mr. Speaker, we have a security
problem in this administration. It
needs to be addressed immediately.
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INTERNATIONAL ABDUCTION

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about Katherine Nevin
Caner, who was taken by her noncusto-
dial father, Mr. Muzaffer Caner, on
May 15, 1998.

At the time of the abduction, Kath-
erine was 12 years old and living with
her mother, Mrs. Elizabeth Paladini.
At the age of 6, Katherine had been di-
agnosed with a cancerous tumor that
impairs the parts of the brain that con-
trol the involuntary muscles and func-
tions such as heartbeat, breathing, and
thought processes. The ailments Kath-
erine is suffering from include brain
cancer, pulmonary fibrosis, psychosis,
and dementia.

Both Katherine and Mr. Caner, the
abductor, are believed to be in Turkey,
and an Unlawful Flight to Avoid Pros-
ecution was issued on May 20, 1998.

Mr. Speaker, Katherine’s mother has
not had contact with her since her ab-
duction 2 years ago. She has no idea if
Katherine is receiving the proper med-
ical care or how she is being treated.

This is an issue that affects 10,000
American children and their families.
This House should make sure that the
most sacred of bonds, that between a
parent and a child, is preserved. We
must bring our children home.

f

CONTINUED NATIONAL SECURITY
CONCERNS

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, one of
the greatest responsibilities our gov-
ernment has to the American people is
to protect the national security inter-
ests of our great Nation. Unfortu-
nately, over the past year evidence has
shown that the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration has maintained a lax, even neg-
ligent, national security policy with
regard to China.

Get this, the administration has now
permitted defense contractors and
computer companies to hire hundreds
of Chinese technicians to work on high-
ly sensitive and classified military-re-
lated technologies.

Not only to me, but to the American
people and to top officials in the Pen-
tagon, it is obvious why China is send-
ing to the U.S. their most highly edu-
cated and motivated professionals.
China is continuing its efforts to ob-
tain U.S. military secrets and tech-
nology by any means, legal or illegal.
This breakdown of American national
security is beyond belief and must
stop.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the admin-
istration’s careless disregard for a
country’s most sensitive and classified
technology which continues to jeop-
ardize the U.S. national security every
day.

IS THE MIDDLE EAST PEACE SUM-
MIT REALLY ABOUT AMERICAN
DOLLARS?

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, lead-
ers Barak and Arafat and President
Clinton have been discussing peace in
the Middle East for days. But some-
thing does not add up to me. Are they
discussing peace, or dollars?

Reports now say that American tax-
payers may be asked to cough up more
than $40 billion to get this agreement
signed. Unbelievable. What started out
as a peace agreement has turned into a
sort of dial for dollars lottery. What is
next, Monty Hall?

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. Dollars
never have nor ever will result in a
lasting peace. I yield back the fact that
we already spend $20 billion every year
in grants, loans, and aid in the Middle
East. Think about that.

f

REPUBLICAN ACCOMPLISHMENTS

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, when
the American people talk, Congress lis-
ten. Thousands of our Nation’s seniors
asked for relief from rising prescrip-
tion drug prices. We worked to create a
bipartisan plan that is voluntary, af-
fordable, and available to all. We
passed it through the House.

When married couples came to us in
droves, shocked by the fact that the
Federal government taxes them at a
greater rate, we did something about
it. The House passed legislation earlier
this year, and will pass it again tomor-
row, to lessen the impact of the mar-
riage penalty by increasing the stand-
ard deduction for married couples, ex-
panding the 15 percent tax bracket for
joint filers, and increasing the earned
income tax credit.

When small business owners and fam-
ily farmers from Oregon to North Caro-
lina came to us and asked for relief
from the devastating inheritance tax,
we began efforts to repeal it.

Mr. Speaker, we are committed to
providing relief to the American peo-
ple.

f

GUN SAFETY

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, every
day the Republican leadership wastes
not taking action on gun safety, 12 to
13 children die as a result of gun vio-
lence. That is 13 children gone forever.
This is not a game, this is about our
children’s lives.

Yesterday a 13-year-old boy fired a
gun in a cafeteria at his middle school

in Seattle. How many more children’s
lives need to be jeopardized before this
Congress acts?

Our children need safety locks on
guns, they need effective background
checks, and they need the NRA to loos-
en its grip on the Republican leader-
ship. They need all of this now; not to-
morrow, not next year, now.

With just 2 weeks before the August
recess, I urge my Republican col-
leagues, stop playing politics with our
children’s lives. Start working on a
meaningful gun legislation package.
Our children’s lives depend on it.

f

‘‘PORKER OF THE WEEK’’ AWARD

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
United Nations is at it again. One of
the most wasteful organizations in the
world acknowledged last week that its
38,000 peacekeeping troops are spread-
ing the AIDS virus. Its solution to the
problem is not to restrict them to the
base or discipline inappropriate behav-
ior, or something that actually might
work. No, their solution is to dis-
tribute one free condom per day to
each troop, courtesy of the American
taxpayer.

The United States contributes 25 per-
cent to the U.N. peacekeeping budget.
The money is supposed to be for troops,
equipment, and peacekeeping efforts.
Yet, the U.N. spends a portion of the
money on condoms. Is this part of the
U.N. uniform: A helmet, flak jacket,
canteen, rifle, and condom?

Give me a break. By my estimate,
each condom costs approximately 20
cents. Multiply this by 38,000 troops per
day and we are talking about an an-
nual condom fund of $2.7 million. What
makes them think that troops engag-
ing in irresponsible behavior are re-
sponsible enough to use the condoms?
The U.N. peacekeepers are supposed to
protect, not infect. The U.N. gets my
‘‘porker of the week’’ award.

f

b 1015

MARRIAGE PENALTY

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
we are considering another tax cutting
scheme aimed at benefiting only the
wealthiest Americans and does little to
help the working families in my dis-
trict. The scheme we are looking at
now will benefit 5 percent of the
wealthiest Americans with 60 percent
of the tax cuts.

The Republican plan is fiscally irre-
sponsible that could lead to higher in-
terest rates and force huge deficits or
tax increases on our children and our
grandchildren.

Everybody wants a tax cut. I would
like to see it particularly around April
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15. The difference between the two par-
ties is Democrats, we want to save the
money enough to build our national de-
fense, save Social Security, modernize
Medicare, and pay down the national
debt instead of ignoring these issues
until they become a crisis, giving a tax
cut now and make it a crisis later.

I met with so many of my constitu-
ents in the last few months, and they
recognize our number one priority is to
safeguard our own country, protect So-
cial Security, and provide for prescrip-
tion drugs for our seniors.

The failure to address these issues
today will make them be paid for to-
morrow. As Democrats, we want to
make sure we do that and still have the
tax cut.

f

OUTRAGEOUS GAS PRICES A RE-
SULT OF CLINTON-GORE ADMIN-
ISTRATION

(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, the outrageous gas prices
that plague this Nation are a direct re-
sult of failed energy policies by the
Clinton-Gore administration.

High gas prices have devastated
Americans from every walk of life,
from our seniors on fixed incomes who
are struggling to pay for the rising cost
of home heating oil, to our families,
farmers, and those who rely on trans-
portation to survive.

The jump in prices do not just affect
individual family budgets, but also im-
pact the districts across the country
that rely on tourism dollars, especially
during these popular summer months.

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration has refused to take ac-
tions while Americans everywhere have
been left to suffer. If this trend con-
tinues and gas prices remain high, our
economy will certainly feel the impact.
This may not be the legacy that Presi-
dent Clinton had in mind.

f

INCREASING LIMITS ON
RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, when I was 21 years old and
flying combat in Korea, I thought I was
bulletproof. I never gave one thought
about being 65 years old and worrying
about retirement. But young and mid-
dle-aged workers need to start today to
prepare for the future.

This week, the House is going to vote
on legislation to increase the annual
amount Americans can save in their in-
dividual retirement accounts from
$2,000 to $5,000.

IRAs provide one of the best incen-
tives for Americans to save for their
retirement security. It has been nearly
20 years since this $2,000 limit was set,

and it is way past the time to increase
it.

This bill also increases the amount
Americans can put into their 401(K) ac-
counts and allow Americans to keep
their retirement accounts if they
choose to switch. Republicans have
worked hard to tear down all the bar-
riers through traditional American val-
ues, like family, hard work and sav-
ings.

This bill goes a long way to make
sure that every American has security.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Any record votes on postponed ques-
tions will be taken after debate has
concluded on all motions to suspend
the rules.

f

UNSOLICITED COMMERCIAL
ELECTRONIC MAIL ACT OF 2000

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3113) to protect individuals, fami-
lies, and Internet service providers
from unsolicited and unwanted elec-
tronic mail, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3113

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Unsolicited
Commercial Electronic Mail Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS AND POLICY.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) There is a right of free speech on the
Internet.

(2) The Internet has increasingly become a
critical mode of global communication and
now presents unprecedented opportunities
for the development and growth of global
commerce and an integrated worldwide econ-
omy. In order for global commerce on the
Internet to reach its full potential, individ-
uals and entities using the Internet and
other online services should be prevented
from engaging in activities that prevent
other users and Internet service providers
from having a reasonably predictable, effi-
cient, and economical online experience.

(3) Unsolicited commercial electronic mail
can be an important mechanism through
which businesses advertise and attract cus-
tomers in the online environment.

(4) The receipt of unsolicited commercial
electronic mail may result in costs to recipi-
ents who cannot refuse to accept such mail
and who incur costs for the storage of such
mail, or for the time spent accessing, review-
ing, and discarding such mail, or for both.

(5) Unsolicited commercial electronic mail
may impose significant monetary costs on
Internet access services, businesses, and edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions that
carry and receive such mail, as there is a fi-

nite volume of mail that such providers,
businesses, and institutions can handle with-
out further investment. The sending of such
mail is increasingly and negatively affecting
the quality of service provided to customers
of Internet access service, and shifting costs
from the sender of the advertisement to the
Internet access service.

(6) While some senders of unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail messages provide
simple and reliable ways for recipients to re-
ject (or ‘‘opt-out’’ of) receipt of unsolicited
commercial electronic mail from such send-
ers in the future, other senders provide no
such ‘‘opt-out’’ mechanism, or refuse to
honor the requests of recipients not to re-
ceive electronic mail from such senders in
the future, or both.

(7) An increasing number of senders of un-
solicited commercial electronic mail pur-
posefully disguise the source of such mail so
as to prevent recipients from responding to
such mail quickly and easily.

(8) Many senders of unsolicited commercial
electronic mail collect or harvest electronic
mail addresses of potential recipients with-
out the knowledge of those recipients and in
violation of the rules or terms of service of
the database from which such addresses are
collected.

(9) Because recipients of unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail are unable to avoid
the receipt of such mail through reasonable
means, such mail may invade the privacy of
recipients.

(10) In legislating against certain abuses on
the Internet, Congress should be very careful
to avoid infringing in any way upon con-
stitutionally protected rights, including the
rights of assembly, free speech, and privacy.

(b) CONGRESSIONAL DETERMINATION OF PUB-
LIC POLICY.—On the basis of the findings in
subsection (a), the Congress determines
that—

(1) there is substantial government inter-
est in regulation of unsolicited commercial
electronic mail;

(2) Internet service providers should not be
compelled to bear the costs of unsolicited
commercial electronic mail without com-
pensation from the sender; and

(3) recipients of unsolicited commercial
electronic mail have a right to decline to re-
ceive or have their children receive unsolic-
ited commercial electronic mail.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) CHILDREN.—The term ‘‘children’’ in-

cludes natural children, stepchildren, adopt-
ed children, and children who are wards of or
in custody of the parent, who have not at-
tained the age of 18 and who reside with the
parent or are under his or her care, custody,
or supervision.

(2) COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL MES-
SAGE.—The term ‘‘commercial electronic
mail message’’ means any electronic mail
message that primarily advertises or pro-
motes the commercial availability of a prod-
uct or service for profit or invites the recipi-
ent to view content on an Internet web site
that is operated for a commercial purpose.
An electronic mail message shall not be con-
sidered to be a commercial electronic mail
message solely because such message in-
cludes a reference to a commercial entity
that serves to identify the initiator.

(3) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’
means the Federal Trade Commission.

(4) DOMAIN NAME.—The term ‘domain name‘
means any alphanumeric designation which
is registered with or assigned by any domain
name registrar, domain name registry, or
other domain name registration authority as
part of an electronic address on the Internet.

(5) ELECTRONIC MAIL ADDRESS.—
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(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘electronic

mail address’’ means a destination (com-
monly expressed as a string of characters) to
which electronic mail can be sent or deliv-
ered.

(B) INCLUSION.—In the case of the Internet,
the term ‘‘electronic mail address’’ may in-
clude an electronic mail address consisting
of a user name or mailbox (commonly re-
ferred to as the ‘‘local part’’) and a reference
to an Internet domain (commonly referred to
as the ‘‘domain part’’).

(6) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ has
the meaning given that term in section
231(e)(3) of the Communications Act of 1934
(47 U.S.C. 231(e)(3)).

(7) INTERNET ACCESS SERVICE.—The term
‘‘Internet access service’’ has the meaning
given that term in section 231(e)(4) of the
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C.
231(e)(4)).

(8) INITIATE.—The term ‘‘initiate’’, when
used with respect to a commercial electronic
mail message, means to originate such mes-
sage or to procure the transmission of such
message.

(9) INITIATOR.—The term ‘‘initiator’’, when
used with respect to a commercial electronic
mail message, means the person who initi-
ates such message. Such term does not in-
clude a provider of an Internet access service
whose role with respect to the message is
limited to handling, transmitting, re-
transmitting, or relaying the message.

(10) PRE-EXISTING BUSINESS RELATIONSHIP.—
The term ‘‘pre-existing business relation-
ship’’ means, when used with respect to the
initiator and recipient of a commercial elec-
tronic mail message, that either of the fol-
lowing circumstances exist:

(A) PREVIOUS BUSINESS TRANSACTION.—
(i) Within the 5-year period ending upon re-

ceipt of such message, there has been a busi-
ness transaction between the initiator and
the recipient (including a transaction involv-
ing the provision, free of charge, of informa-
tion requested by the recipient, of goods, or
of services); and

(ii) the recipient was, at the time of such
transaction or thereafter, provided a clear
and conspicuous notice of an opportunity not
to receive further messages from the
initiator and has not exercised such oppor-
tunity.

(B) OPT IN.—The recipient has given the
initiator permission to initiate commercial
electronic mail messages to the electronic
mail address of the recipient and has not
subsequently revoked such permission.

(11) RECIPIENT.—The term ‘‘recipient’’,
when used with respect to a commercial
electronic mail message, means the ad-
dressee of such message.

(12) UNSOLICITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC
MAIL MESSAGE.—The term ‘‘unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail message’’ means any
commercial electronic mail message that is
sent by the initiator to a recipient with
whom the initiator does not have a pre-exist-
ing business relationship.
SEC. 4. CRIMINAL PENALTY FOR UNSOLICITED

COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL
CONTAINING FRAUDULENT ROUT-
ING INFORMATION.

Section 1030 of title 18, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(5)—
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’

at the end;
(B) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘or’’

after the semicolon at the end; and
(C) by adding at the end the following new

subparagraph:
‘‘(D) intentionally initiates the trans-

mission of any unsolicited commercial elec-
tronic mail message to a protected computer
in the United States with knowledge that
any domain name, header information, date

or time stamp, originating electronic mail
address, or other information identifying the
initiator or the routing of such message,
that is contained in or accompanies such
message, is false or inaccurate;’’;

(2) in subsection (c)(2)(A)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘in the case

of’’; and
(B) by inserting before ‘‘; and’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘, or (ii) an offense under subsection
(a)(5)(D) of this section’’; and

(3) in subsection (e)—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-

graph (8);
(B) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (9) and inserting a semicolon; and
(C) by adding at the end the following new

paragraph:
‘‘(10) the terms ‘initiate’, ‘initiator’, ‘unso-

licited commercial electronic mail message’,
and ‘domain name’ have the meanings given
such terms in section 3 of the Unsolicited
Commercial Electronic Mail Act of 2000.’’.
SEC. 5. OTHER PROTECTIONS AGAINST UNSOLIC-

ITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC
MAIL.

(a) REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSMISSION OF
MESSAGES.—

(1) INCLUSION OF RETURN ADDRESS IN COM-
MERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL.—It shall be un-
lawful for any person to initiate the trans-
mission of a commercial electronic mail
message to any person within the United
States unless such message contains a valid
electronic mail address, conspicuously dis-
played, to which a recipient may send a
reply to the initiator to indicate a desire not
to receive any further messages.

(2) PROHIBITION OF TRANSMISSION OF UNSO-
LICITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL AFTER
OBJECTION.—If a recipient makes a request to
a person to be removed from all distribution
lists under the control of such person, it
shall be unlawful for such person to initiate
the transmission of an unsolicited commer-
cial electronic mail message to such a recipi-
ent within the United States after the expi-
ration, after receipt of such request, of a rea-
sonable period of time for removal from such
lists. Such a request shall be deemed to ter-
minate a pre-existing business relationship
for purposes of determining whether subse-
quent messages are unsolicited commercial
electronic mail messages.

(3) INCLUSION OF IDENTIFIER AND OPT-OUT IN
UNSOLICITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL.—
It shall be unlawful for any person to ini-
tiate the transmission of any unsolicited
commercial electronic mail message to any
person within the United States unless the
message provides, in a manner that is clear
and conspicuous to the recipient—

(A) identification that the message is an
unsolicited commercial electronic mail mes-
sage; and

(B) notice of the opportunity under para-
graph (2) not to receive further unsolicited
commercial electronic mail messages from
the initiator.

(b) ENFORCEMENT OF POLICIES BY INTERNET
ACCESS SERVICE PROVIDERS.—

(1) PROHIBITION OF TRANSMISSIONS IN VIOLA-
TION OF POSTED POLICY.—It shall be unlawful
for any person to initiate the transmission of
an unsolicited commercial electronic mail
message to any person within the United
States in violation of a policy governing the
use of the equipment of a provider of Inter-
net access service for transmission of unso-
licited commercial electronic mail messages
that meets the requirements of paragraph
(2).

(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR ENFORCEABILITY.—
The requirements under this paragraph for a
policy regarding unsolicited commercial
electronic mail messages are as follows:

(A) CLARITY.—The policy shall explicitly
provide that compliance with a rule or set of

rules is a condition of use of the equipment
of a provider of Internet access service to de-
liver commercial electronic mail messages.

(B) PUBLICLY AVAILABILITY.—The policy
shall be publicly available by at least one of
the following methods:

(i) WEB POSTING.—The policy is clearly and
conspicuously posted on a World Wide Web
site of the provider of Internet access serv-
ice, which has an Internet domain name that
is identical to the Internet domain name of
the electronic mail address to which the rule
or set of rules applies.

(ii) NOTIFICATION IN COMPLIANCE WITH TECH-
NOLOGICAL STANDARD.—Such policy is made
publicly available by the provider of Internet
access service in accordance with a techno-
logical standard adopted by an appropriate
Internet standards setting body (such as the
Internet Engineering Task Force) and recog-
nized by the Commission by rule as a fair
standard.

(C) INTERNAL OPT-OUT LIST.—If the policy
of a provider of Internet access service re-
quires compensation specifically for the
transmission of unsolicited commercial elec-
tronic mail messages into its system, the
provider shall provide an option to its sub-
scribers not to receive any unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail messages, except
that such option is not required for any sub-
scriber who has agreed to receive unsolicited
commercial electronic mail messages in ex-
change for discounted or free Internet access
service.

(3) OTHER ENFORCEMENT.—Nothing in this
Act shall be construed to prevent or limit, in
any way, a provider of Internet access serv-
ice from enforcing, pursuant to any remedy
available under any other provision of Fed-
eral, State, or local criminal or civil law, a
policy regarding unsolicited commercial
electronic mail messages.

(c) PROTECTION OF INTERNET ACCESS SERV-
ICE PROVIDERS.—

(1) GOOD FAITH EFFORTS TO BLOCK TRANS-
MISSIONS.—A provider of Internet access
service shall not be liable, under any Fed-
eral, State, or local civil or criminal law, for
any action it takes in good faith to block the
transmission or receipt of unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail messages.

(2) INNOCENT RETRANSMISSION.—A provider
of Internet access service the facilities of
which are used only to handle, transmit, re-
transmit, or relay an unsolicited commercial
electronic mail message transmitted in vio-
lation of subsection (a) shall not be liable for
any harm resulting from the transmission or
receipt of such message unless such provider
permits the transmission or retransmission
of such message with actual knowledge that
the transmission is prohibited by subsection
(a) or subsection (b)(1).
SEC. 6. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) GOVERNMENTAL ORDER.—
(1) NOTIFICATION OF ALLEGED VIOLATION.—

The Commission shall send a notification of
alleged violation to any person who violates
section 5 if—

(A) a recipient or a provider of Internet ac-
cess service notifies the Commission, in such
form and manner as the Commission shall
determine, that a transmission has been re-
ceived in violation of section 5; or

(B) the Commission has other reason to be-
lieve that such person has violated or is vio-
lating section 5.

(2) TERMS OF NOTIFICATION.—A notification
of alleged violation shall—

(A) identify the violation for which the no-
tification was issued;

(B) direct the initiator to refrain from fur-
ther violations of section 5;

(C) expressly prohibit the initiator (and
the agents or assigns of the initiator) from
further initiating unsolicited commercial
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electronic mail messages in violation of sec-
tion 5 to the designated recipients or pro-
viders of Internet access service, effective on
the 3rd day (excluding Saturdays, Sundays,
and legal public holidays) after receipt of the
notification; and

(D) direct the initiator (and the agents or
assigns of the initiator) to delete imme-
diately the names and electronic mail ad-
dresses of the designated recipients or pro-
viders from all mailing lists owned or con-
trolled by the initiator (or such agents or as-
signs) and prohibit the initiator (and such
agents or assigns) from the sale, lease, ex-
change, license, or other transaction involv-
ing mailing lists bearing the names and elec-
tronic mail addresses of the designated re-
cipients or providers.

(3) COVERAGE OF MINOR CHILDREN BY NOTIFI-
CATION.—Upon request of a recipient of an
electronic mail message transmitted in vio-
lation of section 5, the Commission shall in-
clude in the notification of alleged violation
the names and electronic mail addresses of
any child of the recipient.

(4) ENFORCEMENT OF NOTIFICATION TERMS.—
(A) COMPLAINT.—If the Commission be-

lieves that the initiator (or the agents or as-
signs of the initiator) has failed to comply
with the terms of a notification issued under
this subsection, the Commission shall serve
upon the initiator (or such agents or as-
signs), by registered or certified mail, a com-
plaint stating the reasons for its belief and
request that any response thereto be filed in
writing with the Commission within 15 days
after the date of such service.

(B) HEARING AND ORDER.—If the Commis-
sion, after an opportunity for a hearing on
the record, determines that the person upon
whom the complaint was served violated the
terms of the notification, the Commission
shall issue an order directing that person to
comply with the terms of the notification.

(C) PRESUMPTION.—For purposes of a deter-
mination under subparagraph (B), receipt of
any transmission in violation of a notifica-
tion of alleged violation 30 days (excluding
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal public holi-
days) or more after the effective date of the
notification shall create a rebuttable pre-
sumption that such transmission was sent
after such effective date.

(5) ENFORCEMENT BY COURT ORDER.—Any
district court of the United States within
the jurisdiction of which any transmission is
sent or received in violation of a notification
given under this subsection shall have juris-
diction, upon application by the Attorney
General, to issue an order commanding com-
pliance with such notification. Failure to ob-
serve such order may be punishable by the
court as contempt thereof.

(b) PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.—
(1) ACTIONS AUTHORIZED.—A recipient or a

provider of Internet access service may, if
otherwise permitted by the laws or rules of
court of a State, bring in an appropriate
court of that State, or may bring in an ap-
propriate Federal court if such laws or rules
do not so permit, either or both of the fol-
lowing actions:

(A) An action based on a violation of sec-
tion 5 to enjoin such violation.

(B) An action to recover for actual mone-
tary loss from such a violation in an amount
equal to the greatest of—

(i) the amount of such actual monetary
loss; or

(ii) $500 for each such violation, not to ex-
ceed a total of $50,000.

(2) ADDITIONAL REMEDIES.—If the court
finds that the defendant willfully, know-
ingly, or repeatedly violated section 5, the
court may, in its discretion, increase the
amount of the award to an amount equal to
not more than three times the amount avail-
able under paragraph (1).

(3) ATTORNEY FEES.—In any such action,
the court may, in its discretion, require an
undertaking for the payment of the costs of
such action, and assess reasonable costs, in-
cluding reasonable attorneys’ fees, against
any party.

(4) PROTECTION OF TRADE SECRETS.—At the
request of any party to an action brought
pursuant to this subsection or any other par-
ticipant in such an action, the court may, in
its discretion, issue protective orders and
conduct legal proceedings in such a way as
to protect the secrecy and security of the
computer, computer network, computer
data, computer program, and computer soft-
ware involved in order to prevent possible re-
currence of the same or a similar act by an-
other person and to protect any trade secrets
of any such party or participant.
SEC. 7. EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.

(a) FEDERAL LAW.—Nothing in this Act
shall be construed to impair the enforcement
of section 223 or 231 of the Communications
Act of 1934, chapter 71 (relating to obscenity)
or 110 (relating to sexual exploitation of chil-
dren) of title 18, United States Code, or any
other Federal criminal statute.

(b) STATE LAW.—No State or local govern-
ment may impose any civil liability for com-
mercial activities or actions in interstate or
foreign commerce in connection with an ac-
tivity or action described in section 5 of this
Act that is inconsistent with the treatment
of such activities or actions under this Act,
except that this Act shall not preempt any
civil remedy under State trespass or con-
tract law or under any provision of Federal,
State, or local criminal law or any civil rem-
edy available under such law that relates to
acts of computer fraud or abuse arising from
the unauthorized transmission of unsolicited
commercial electronic mail messages.
SEC. 8. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF UNSOLICITED

COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL.
Not later than 18 months after the date of

enactment of this Act, the Federal Trade
Commission shall submit a report to the
Congress that provides a detailed analysis of
the effectiveness and enforcement of the pro-
visions of this Act and the need (if any) for
the Congress to modify such provisions.
SEC. 9 SEPARABILITY.

If any provision of this Act or the applica-
tion thereof to any person or circumstance is
held invalid, the remainder of this Act and
the application of such provision to other
persons or circumstances shall not be af-
fected.
SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The provisions of this Act shall take effect
90 days after the date of enactment of this
Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 3113, and to insert extra-
neous material in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.
Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 5 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, the bill that we have

before us incorporates the text of H.R.

3113, which is sponsored by myself and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN)
and which passed the Committee on
Commerce. It also incorporates lan-
guage from H.R. 1686, the bill of the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE), which creates misdemeanor
criminal penalties for fraudulent e-
mail schemes. It also makes some tech-
nical and conforming changes to the
committee bill.

There are a lot of thanks that are
due for this bill. I would like to thank
the gentleman from Virginia (Chair-
man BLILEY) from the Committee on
Commerce and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Chairman HYDE) from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), ranking
member from Committee on Com-
merce; the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman MCCOLLUM) from the Sub-
committee on Crime; as well as the
gentleman from Louisiana (Chairman
TAUZIN) from the Subcommittee on
Telecommunications, Trade and Con-
sumer Protection; and, of course, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN);
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
GARY MILLER) who have worked very
hard on this bill.

There are a number of staff members
who also have worked hard, and they
often do not get much credit around
here, so I would like to thank them:
Justin Lilley from the office of the
gentleman from Virginia (Chairman
BLILEY); Andy Levin from the office of
Mr. DINGELL; Teddy Jones with the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN); John Dudas with the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE); Patrick
Woehrle, who works with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN); Ben
Cline from the office of the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE); Steve
Cope, the Legislative Counsel; Paul
Callen, the Legislative Counsel; Cliff
Riccio; and, of course, my staff mem-
ber, Luke Rose.

The Internet community in New
Mexico also deserves a lot of thanks in
teaching me about this problem. But I
want to talk a little bit about the prob-
lem. The most annoying thing about
the Internet is junk e-mail. But it goes
beyond just annoying. It also causes
tremendous cost to Internet service
providers.

Steven Fox is a CEO of a little com-
pany in Albuquerque called Associated
Information Services. He has 2,000 cli-
ents. This is a mom-and-pop Internet
service provider. They get about 4,000
e-mails a day generally. But he has
been fighting to keep his servers from
crashing because they were under a
spam attack, getting 400,000 to 2 mil-
lion e-mails a day, clogging up their
computers.

The estimates are that junk e-mail
costs the Internet service provider
companies $1 billion a year and a whole
lot of hassle. But it goes beyond just
the hassle and the cost. Three out of
every 10 junk e-mails is pornographic.

I first became aware of this problem
shortly after I was elected when I
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started getting junk e-mail. The first
one had a subject line that said ‘‘What
your Federal Government does not
want you to know.’’ Thinking that this
is from one of my constituents who is
telling me about yet another failure of
the Federal Government, I opened it
and found myself in an X-rated e-mail
Web site. Well, I guess maybe my Fed-
eral Government does not want me to
know what naked women look like.
That is what I concluded from that.

But I also concluded that that is
something that I did not want my chil-
dren to see if they got an e-mail that
said ‘‘new toys on the market’’. That is
the problem.

As I found out, as a consumer, one
has no right to say do not send me any
more of this. It is very likely that the
return e-mail address is not accurate
anyway; and that, as soon as one re-
plies to it, it validates one’s e-mail ad-
dress, and they sell it to somebody
else.

This bill requires a valid return ad-
dress on unsolicited commercial e-
mail. It allows Internet service pro-
viders to set and enforce policies in-
cluding having spam-free Internet serv-
ice providers. It requires that unsolic-
ited commercial e-mail be labeled, and
it requires that people who send unso-
licited commercial e-mail respect a
consumer’s request to be taken off the
list.

There is a right of free speech in this
country, including commercial free
speech on the Internet, but there is no
right to force us to listen or to force us
to pay the cost of junk e-mail. That is
what this bill will take care of.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in strong support of H.R. 3113, the
Unsolicited Electronic Mail Act.

As one of the principal authors of the
legislation, along with the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON), I am very pleased that the House
of Representatives will act on this im-
portant piece of Internet legislation
today.

Over the last decade, Americans have
witnessed the development of the
Internet and the many associated ap-
plications that now make our daily
lives easier and more efficient. How-
ever, this movement to cyberspace has
not occurred without problems.

As more and more people move on-
line, their need for privacy and data
management becomes paramount. Just
as the Internet provides a personalized
window looking out to work and shop
through, it can be used by strangers to
look into our personal habits and infor-
mation.

H.R. 3113 will be the first line of de-
fense against people trying to look into
our private lives. The legislation’s pri-

mary function is to stop individuals
and companies from forcing unwanted
e-mail messages on to our computers.

Typically, these messages are adver-
tisements for anything from dog food
to pornography and, in many cases,
come in disguised formats that make
the consumer believe the message con-
tains innocent information, as the gen-
tlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON) mentioned.

It is only after these messages are de-
livered and opened that the consumer
realizes they have just received a junk
e-mail or better known as spam.

Because the Internet provides a low-
cost method of advertising, many ad-
vertisers tap this technology to send
millions of unwanted messages to con-
sumers through the Internet service
providers, the ISP.

While these messages may cost the
sender almost nothing to initiate, the
ISP and the consumer both lose time
and money carrying and deleting these
messages.

H.R. 3113 limits the ability of
spammers to force their messages by
forcing spammers to have a clear and
conspicuous label on their messages so
consumer and ISPs have an easier time
identifying and deleting these mes-
sages; making sure spammers send
clear and accurate router and return
address information on their messages
so consumers can respond to their mes-
sage to opt out of future advertise-
ments; providing consumers with the
option to opt out reinforced by the
ability to seek civil damages for any
future violation. Once a consumer re-
quests that their name be taken off
whatever list a spammer is using, any
further spam messages could result in
court action. Allowing ISPs and con-
sumers to initiate civil actions to seek
damages from spammers is our last ef-
fort.

Taken as a whole, all these provi-
sions empower consumers and our ISPs
with the ability to protect both their
privacy and their resources.

One point I want to make very clear
is spam is not free. Millions of spam
messages dumped into an ISP can de-
grade the system speeds while the serv-
ers and routers try to deliver this mail,
and consumers waste, must waste time
and energy deleting these messages
from their computer.

For those Members that may be con-
cerned with the legislation’s impact on
the first amendment to the bill, it
deals only with unsolicited commercial
e-mail. This bill would not have any ef-
fect on nonprofit fund-raising or any
other type of e-mail communications
that is not commercially related.

Mr. Speaker, since the problem spam
was brought to my attention several
years ago in a town hall meeting in my
own district, I made it a priority to try
and correct the problem we have with
the Internet and return it back to my
constituents.

H.R. 3113 is a tool that can now be
used to filter and stop unwanted intru-
sions in our home and offices.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to join the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON) in thanking many of the mem-
bers and the staff particularly for their
work on this. I would like to thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Chairman
BLILEY) and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), our ranking mem-
ber, for all of their support in getting
this legislation passed out of the full
Committee on Commerce by unani-
mous consent.

This is an important piece of legisla-
tion. I urge my colleagues to vote in
favor of stopping Internet spam.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN), chairman of the
Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade and Consumer Protec-
tion.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 3113, a bill which, for
the first time, puts in place meaningful
consumer protections against the re-
ceipt of spam or unsolicited commer-
cial e-mail.

It is important, first of all, to recog-
nize this is a truly bipartisan effort, 100
percent of the way, 100 percent of the
time.

Back in November of last year, the
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs.
WILSON), who I want to congratulate
today, and as flowery a term as I can
possibly imagine, she has done Hercu-
lean work to bring this to the floor.
The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GREEN), like the gentlewoman from
New Mexico, has worked so hard in
putting together the final com-
promises.

The gentleman from California (GARY
MILLER) who came to us earlier and
asked for our consideration of his
measure which has now played a sig-
nificant role in the final version of this
bill, along, of course, with the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY),
chairman, and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), ranking mem-
ber, of our committee, who have done
such a good job to bring this to the
floor today.

We reported the bill out of sub-
committee by unanimous vote, and the
same thing happened in full com-
mittee, all in voice votes, indicating
strong support for this bill.

It addresses the substantive concerns
of the Committee on the Judiciary as
well, by the way. It makes the appro-
priate adjustments to title XVIII,
which was proposed by the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), which
criminalizes certain egregious
spamming activities that will not nec-
essarily be deterred by civil penalties.

b 1030

In effect, this consensus legislation
will protect consumers without infring-
ing upon constitutionally protected
commercial speech. It does so by pro-
viding consumers layers of protection
that, on an aggregate basis, empower
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the consumers to rid themselves of
spam without imposing an outright
ban on unsolicited electronic mail.

First, consumers will have a choice
in the marketplace between the ISPs
who accept spam and those who do not.
Second, if a consumer subscribes to an
ISP that does accept spam for dissemi-
nation, that consumer will have the
right to be placed on an op-out list ad-
ministered by the ISP so spam will not
be received. And, third, where a con-
sumer not wishing still happens to re-
ceive spam, the bill requires that all
spam messages contain a valid elec-
tronic mail address to which the recipi-
ent can send a reply saying no further
messages.

Mr. Speaker, this is good legislation;
I urge its adoption on the House floor.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER), who was not
only a leader in pulling this legislation
together here in the House but also in
California before he was elected, and I
would also like to personally thank
him for his assistance.

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, it does not cost any more
money to send a million e-mails than it
does to send one, and that has created
a skewed incentive that is harming the
Internet with spam.

This is a very important issue to me.
I really want to thank the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON). She has been a joy to work with,
and also the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN) on the Democratic side.
But the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
TAUZIN), his input has been invaluable
and his commitment to getting this
bill to the floor has caused this bill to
be heard today.

I originally became involved in this
issue 4 years ago when a constituent of
mine was harmed by spam. The e-mail
address for his computer business was
used as a false return address for spam.
His business basically was shut down
for days because hundreds of thousands
of responses came back and, basically,
also sent from expired addresses.

This is simply an issue of unfair cost
shifting. More than 90 percent of Inter-
net users receive spam at least weekly.
Thirty percent of America Online traf-
fic is spam. For SBC communications,
35 percent of all their e-mail traffic is
spam. Out of the 2 million spam mes-
sages collected by the spam Recycle
Center, over 30 percent was pornog-
raphy. Many parents are tired of their
children pulling up e-mail messages
saying ‘‘sorry I missed you,’’ just to
find out it is a pornographic response
to something. Thirty percent of the
get-rich schemes come through spam
also, many of which target senior citi-
zens. Much of the rest of these solicita-
tions include selling information on
how to become a spammer, gambling,
or weight loss.

Advertisers are shifting their costs
on to our constituents, and that is why
we need to give Internet service pro-
viders and individuals the tools to pro-
tect themselves.

When I became a California State as-
semblyman, my legislation to allow
Internet service providers to protect
themselves from spammers became
law. Internet service providers have
been enforcing this anti-spam policy in
court in California; and in most cases,
they settle out of court and spammers
stop spamming individuals.

Federal legislation is necessary. The
part of this legislation that I have
worked most hard on says Internet
service providers can have a policy re-
garding spam; they can have it con-
spicuously posted on their policy; and
they can enforce that policy in court
and collect damages from spammers,
$500 per message, capped at $25,000 per
day. This forces a spammer to gain per-
mission from the ISP or the individual
recipient before the advertiser tres-
passes on someone’s computer equip-
ment.

It is the responsibility of Congress to
stop unfair cost shifting that harms
our constituents. We did it with faxes,
and the problem is even more urgent
with e-mail. By allowing ISPs and indi-
viduals to control spam, we will take
away the ability of fly-by-night adver-
tisers from sending something we do
not want in our homes and then forcing
us to pay for it. That is the ultimate
insult, and it needs to be corrected. It
is as bad as having somebody bill us for
the junk mail we receive at home at
the end of each month.

This legislation is a market-based
consumer protection solution to a
skewed incentive on the Internet. I
urge all my colleagues to support
Internet consumers, Internet service
providers and e-commerce by sup-
porting this legislation.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, Internet spam will
never go away. However, by passing
this legislation we will be taking the
first steps towards limiting its impact
on the overwhelmed e-mail users
everywhere.

It is my hope, as the provisions of
this legislation begin to take effect,
that private industry will continue to
develop better and more effective soft-
ware to combat spam. Our ultimate
goal is to intercept and delete spam be-
fore it ever reaches the consumer’s
mailbox, if that is the consumer’s deci-
sion. If it does make it to the recipient,
then filtering software on our personal
computers can take care of it.

This bill, though, will not affect
those consumers who wish to receive
commercial solicitations over the
Internet. For those of us who are tired
of opening innocent looking e-mails
only to find an advertisement for a
porn site, this legislation will hope-
fully curb those unwanted and objec-
tionable messages.

Mr. Speaker, I again thank my col-
league, the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Mrs. WILSON), for her efforts
on this legislation; and I hope the
other body will act quickly to pass this

important consumer protection meas-
ure.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The creation and the growth of the
Internet has been one of the most im-
portant developments of the second
half of the 20th century. It started out
as an academic research tool in the
1960s, then moved to the defense world.
The Internet today has become the
global communications, information,
entertainment and commercial me-
dium. All of us want to see electronic
commerce flourish, and the Committee
on Commerce particularly is focused
on making sure that interstate and
international commerce remains as
free and as open as possible.

In 1996, consumers spent just $2.6 bil-
lion in on-line transactions compared
to more than $50 billion in 1999. That
explosive growth will continue. But
there are some things about the new
medium which create problems for con-
sumers: when someone tries to commit
fraud over the Internet; when someone
tries to shift costs from the person
making and selling a product to those
who are carrying the e-mail; and, of
course, the right of consumers to say
there are some things that I just do not
want to have in my in-box.

The reality is, with regular mail, we
have rights under Federal law to say I
do not want any more of that sent to
my mailbox at the end of my road. But
we do not have that right with Internet
communications and with e-mail. This
bill will give us that right, as con-
sumers and as parents, to say there are
some things I do not want to see in my
in-box.

I am very pleased that we were able
to accomplish it. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for his cooperation
and his help, and the gentleman from
California, as well as all of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee and of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of this very important consumer protection
measure. My congratulations go to Represent-
atives GREEN and WILSON, who together have
crafted a solution to this insidious problem on
the Internet known as ‘‘spam.’’

Spam, or unsolicited commercial e-mail, is
no longer a mere nuisance to the 40 million
Americans who use the Internet. It has rapidly
become an abusive practice whereby innocent
users are bombarded with commercial mes-
sages over which they have no control.

Worse, the content of these messages is
often pornographic. So-called ‘‘teaser’’ images
often appear out of nowhere, inviting the re-
cipient to visit one adult site on the Web or
another. For many people, especially families
who share a computer, these spam messages
are more than an intrusion, they are a per-
sonal assault.

Spam also imposes real economic costs on
Internet users. Many consumers, particularly in
rural areas, pay long distance charges when
connecting to the Internet. The time spent
downloading these unwanted messages trans-
lates into real dollars and cents paid by the
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consumer. And, of course, the slower the
Internet connection, the greater the tab.

The consumer also pays for spam through
higher costs incurred by Internet Service Pro-
viders, or ‘‘ISPs.’’ The exponential growth in
spam leaves ISPs with no choice but to ex-
pand their server capacity to accommodate
the heavier traffic. These investments pose a
significant, but unavoidable, burden on ISPs
that many must pass along to consumers.

H.R. 3113 is a common-sense approach
that will go far to putting an end to this prac-
tice. First, it permits an ISP to legally enforce
its own policy with regard to whether it will ac-
cept spam or not. This protects ISPs and con-
sumers alike. Second, it allows consumers to
opt-out of receiving spam from individual
senders. And finally, it empowers consumers
to ‘‘just say no’’ to receiving future messages
from a particular company when he or she has
had enough.

Mr. Speaker, again I want to commend my
colleagues for their diligent efforts.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 3113, The Unsolicited E-Mail Act.

The problem of junk e-mail is reaching epi-
demic proportions. I’ve received hundreds of
calls and letters from constituents in my con-
gressional district pleading with me to do
something about the spam that plagues their
computers.

In Silicon Valley, where e-mail is often the
communication medium of choice, deleting un-
wanted messages has posed a significant time
and financial burden.

More importantly, the proliferation of un-
wanted e-mail messages has raised real pri-
vacy concerns.

In 1991, Congress passed the Telephone
Consumer Protection Act to restrict the use of
automated, prerecorded telephone calls and
unsolicited commercial faxes on the grounds
that they were a nuisance and an invasion of
privacy. Shouldn’t we provide the same level
of protection for e-mail?

Unwanted e-mail also poses a significant
burden on the Internet infrastructure and on
companies providing Internet access services.
Unwanted and unwelcome data have flooded
ISPs, considerably increasing their costs for
network bandwidth, processing e-mail, and
staff time.

H.R. 3113 offers a balanced and effective
approach to the junk e-mail problem by ensur-
ing that providers and consumers control their
own mailboxes, and still allowing businesses
to market by e-mail to the millions of con-
sumers who desire it.

I urge my colleagues to support this
thoughtful bill.

Mr. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 3313, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

DRUG ADDICTION TREATMENT
ACT OF 2000

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2634) to amend the Controlled
Substances Act with respect to reg-
istration requirements for practi-
tioners who dispense narcotic drugs in
schedule IV or V for maintenance
treatment or detoxification treatment,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2634

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Drug Addic-
tion Treatment Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO CONTROLLED SUB-

STANCES ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303(g) of the Con-

trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 823(g)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(A) secu-
rity’’ and inserting ‘‘(i) security’’, and by
striking ‘‘(B) the maintenance’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(ii) the maintenance’’;

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec-
tively;

(3) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(g)’’;
(4) by striking ‘‘Practitioners who dis-

pense’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in
paragraph (2), practitioners who dispense’’;
and

(5) by adding at the end the following para-
graph:

‘‘(2)(A) Subject to subparagraphs (D) and
(J), the requirements of paragraph (1) are
waived in the case of the dispensing (includ-
ing the prescribing), by a practitioner who is
a qualifying physician as defined in subpara-
graph (G), of narcotic drugs in schedule III,
IV, or V or combinations of such drugs if the
practitioner meets the conditions specified
in subparagraph (B) and the narcotic drugs
or combinations of such drugs meet the con-
ditions specified in subparagraph (C).

‘‘(B) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
conditions specified in this subparagraph
with respect to a physician are that, before
the initial dispensing of narcotic drugs in
schedule III, IV, or V or combinations of
such drugs to patients for maintenance or
detoxification treatment, the physician sub-
mit to the Secretary a notification of the in-
tent of the physician to begin dispensing the
drugs or combinations for such purpose, and
that the notification contain the following
certifications by the physician:

‘‘(i) The physician is a qualifying physician
as defined in subparagraph (G).

‘‘(ii) With respect to patients to whom the
physician will provide such drugs or com-
binations of drugs, the physician has the ca-
pacity to refer the patients for appropriate
counseling and other appropriate ancillary
services.

‘‘(iii) In any case in which the physician is
not in a group practice, the total number of
such patients of the physician at any one
time will not exceed the applicable number.
For purposes of this clause, the applicable
number is 30, except that the Secretary may
by regulation change such total number.

‘‘(iv) In any case in which the physician is
in a group practice, the total number of such
patients of the group practice at any one
time will not exceed the applicable number.
For purposes of this clause, the applicable
number is 30, except that the Secretary may
by regulation change such total number, and
the Secretary for such purposes may by reg-
ulation establish different categories on the

basis of the number of physicians in a group
practice and establish for the various cat-
egories different numerical limitations on
the number of such patients that the group
practice may have.

‘‘(C) For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
conditions specified in this subparagraph
with respect to narcotic drugs in schedule
III, IV, or V or combinations of such drugs
are as follows:

‘‘(i) The drugs or combinations of drugs
have, under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act or section 351 of the Public Health
Service Act, been approved for use in main-
tenance or detoxification treatment.

‘‘(ii) The drugs or combinations of drugs
have not been the subject of an adverse de-
termination. For purposes of this clause, an
adverse determination is a determination
published in the Federal Register and made
by the Secretary, after consultation with the
Attorney General, that the use of the drugs
or combinations of drugs for maintenance or
detoxification treatment requires additional
standards respecting the qualifications of
physicians to provide such treatment, or re-
quires standards respecting the quantities of
the drugs that may be provided for unsuper-
vised use.

‘‘(D)(i) A waiver under subparagraph (A)
with respect to a physician is not in effect
unless (in addition to conditions under sub-
paragraphs (B) and (C)) the following condi-
tions are met:

‘‘(I) The notification under subparagraph
(B) is in writing and states the name of the
physician.

‘‘(II) The notification identifies the reg-
istration issued for the physician pursuant
to subsection (f).

‘‘(III) If the physician is a member of a
group practice, the notification states the
names of the other physicians in the practice
and identifies the registrations issued for the
other physicians pursuant to subsection (f).

‘‘(ii) The Secretary shall provide to the At-
torney General all information contained in
such notifications.

‘‘(iii) Upon receiving information regard-
ing a physician under clause (ii), the Attor-
ney General shall assign the physician in-
volved an identification number under this
paragraph for inclusion with the registration
issued for the physician pursuant to sub-
section (f). The identification number so as-
signed clause shall be appropriate to pre-
serve the confidentiality of patients for
whom the physician dispenses narcotic drugs
under a waiver under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(E)(i) If a physician is not registered
under paragraph (1) and, in violation of the
conditions specified in subparagraphs (B)
through (D), dispenses narcotic drugs in
schedule III, IV, or V or combinations of
such drugs for maintenance treatment or de-
toxification treatment, the Attorney Gen-
eral may, for purposes of section 304(a)(4),
consider the physician to have committed an
act that renders the registration of the phy-
sician pursuant to subsection (f) to be incon-
sistent with the public interest.

‘‘(ii)(I) A physician who in good faith sub-
mits a notification under subparagraph (B)
and reasonably believes that the conditions
specified in subparagraphs (B) through (D)
have been met shall, in dispensing narcotic
drugs in schedule III, IV, or V or combina-
tions of such drugs for maintenance treat-
ment or detoxification treatment, be consid-
ered to have a waiver under subparagraph
(A) until notified otherwise by the Sec-
retary.

‘‘(II) For purposes of subclause (I), the pub-
lication in the Federal Register of an adverse
determination by the Secretary pursuant to
subparagraph (C)(ii) shall (with respect to
the narcotic drug or combination involved)
be considered to be a notification provided
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by the Secretary to physicians, effective
upon the expiration of the 30-day period be-
ginning on the date on which the adverse de-
termination is so published.

‘‘(F)(i) With respect to the dispensing of
narcotic drugs in schedule III, IV, or V or
combinations of such drugs to patients for
maintenance or detoxification treatment, a
physician may, in his or her discretion, dis-
pense such drugs or combinations for such
treatment under a registration under para-
graph (1) or a waiver under subparagraph (A)
(subject to meeting the applicable condi-
tions).

‘‘(ii) This paragraph may not be construed
as having any legal effect on the conditions
for obtaining a registration under paragraph
(1), including with respect to the number of
patients who may be served under such a
registration.

‘‘(G) For purposes of this paragraph:
‘‘(i) The term ‘group practice’ has the

meaning given such term in section 1877(h)(4)
of the Social Security Act.

‘‘(ii) The term ‘qualifying physician’
means a physician who is licensed under
State law and who meets one or more of the
following conditions:

‘‘(I) The physician holds a subspecialty
board certification in addiction psychiatry
from the American Board of Medical Special-
ties.

‘‘(II) The physician holds an addiction cer-
tification from the American Society of Ad-
diction Medicine.

‘‘(III) The physician holds a subspecialty
board certification in addiction medicine
from the American Osteopathic Association.

‘‘(IV) The physician has, with respect to
the treatment and management of opiate-de-
pendent patients, completed not less than
eight hours of training (through classroom
situations, seminars at professional society
meetings, electronic communications, or
otherwise) that is provided by the American
Society of Addiction Medicine, the American
Academy of Addiction Psychiatry, the Amer-
ican Medical Association, the American Os-
teopathic Association, the American Psy-
chiatric Association, or any other organiza-
tion that the Secretary determines is appro-
priate for purposes of this subclause.

‘‘(V) The physician has participated as an
investigator in one or more clinical trials
leading to the approval of a narcotic drug in
schedule III, IV, or V for maintenance or de-
toxification treatment, as demonstrated by a
statement submitted to the Secretary by the
sponsor of such approved drug.

‘‘(VI) The physician has such other train-
ing or experience as the State medical li-
censing board (of the State in which the phy-
sician will provide maintenance or detoxi-
fication treatment) considers to demonstrate
the ability of the physician to treat and
manage opiate-dependent patients.

‘‘(VII) The physician has such other train-
ing or experience as the Secretary considers
to demonstrate the ability of the physician
to treat and manage opiate-dependent pa-
tients. Any criteria of the Secretary under
this subclause shall be established by regula-
tion. Any such criteria are effective only for
three years after the date on which the cri-
teria are promulgated, but may be extended
for such additional discrete 3-year periods as
the Secretary considers appropriate for pur-
poses of this subclause. Such an extension of
criteria may only be effectuated through a
statement published in the Federal Register
by the Secretary during the 30-day period
preceding the end of the 3-year period in-
volved.

‘‘(H)(i) In consultation with the Adminis-
trator of the Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion, the Administrator of the Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration, the Director of the Center for Sub-

stance Abuse Treatment, the Director of the
National Institute on Drug Abuse, and the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs, the Sec-
retary may issue regulations (through notice
and comment rulemaking) or issue practice
guidelines to address the following:

‘‘(I) Approval of additional credentialing
bodies and the responsibilities of additional
credentialing bodies.

‘‘(II) Additional exemptions from the re-
quirements of this paragraph and any regula-
tions under this paragraph.

Nothing in such regulations or practice
guidelines may authorize any Federal offi-
cial or employee to exercise supervision or
control over the practice of medicine or the
manner in which medical services are pro-
vided.

‘‘(ii) Not later than 120 days after the date
of the enactment of the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act of 2000, the Secretary shall
issue a treatment improvement protocol
containing best practice guidelines for the
treatment and maintenance of opiate-de-
pendent patients. The Secretary shall de-
velop the protocol in consultation with the
Director of the National Institute on Drug
Abuse, the Director of the Center for Sub-
stance Abuse Treatment, the Administrator
of the Drug Enforcement Administration,
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs, the
Administrator of the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administration, and
other substance abuse disorder professionals.
The protocol shall be guided by science.

‘‘(I) During the 3-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of the Drug Addic-
tion Treatment Act of 2000, a State may not
preclude a qualifying physician from dis-
pensing or prescribing drugs in schedule III,
IV, or V, or combinations of such drugs, to
patients for maintenance of detoxification
treatment in accordance with this paragraph
unless, before the expiration of that 3-year
period, the State enacts a law prohibiting a
physician from dispensing such drugs or
combinations of drug.

‘‘(J)(i) This paragraph takes effect on the
date of the enactment of the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act of 2000, and remains in effect
thereafter except as provided in clause (iii)
(relating to a decision by the Secretary or
the Attorney General that this paragraph
should not remain in effect).

‘‘(ii) For purposes relating to clause (iii),
the Secretary and the Attorney General
may, during the 3-year period beginning on
the date of the enactment of the Drug Addic-
tion Treatment Act of 2000, make determina-
tions in accordance with the following:

‘‘(I) The Secretary may make a determina-
tion of whether treatments provided under
waivers under subparagraph (A) have been ef-
fective forms of maintenance treatment and
detoxification treatment in clinical settings;
may make a determination of whether such
waivers have significantly increased (rel-
ative to the beginning of such period) the
availability of maintenance treatment and
detoxification treatment; and may make a
determination of whether such waivers have
adverse consequences for the public health.

‘‘(II) The Attorney General may make a
determination of the extent to which there
have been violations of the numerical limita-
tions established under subparagraph (B) for
the number of individuals to whom a quali-
fying physician may provide treatment; may
make a determination of whether waivers
under subparagraph (A) have increased (rel-
ative to the beginning of such period) the ex-
tent to which narcotic drugs in schedule III,
IV, or V or combinations of such drugs are
being dispensed or possessed in violation of
this Act; and may make a determination of
whether such waivers have adverse con-
sequences for the public health.

‘‘(iii) If, before the expiration of the period
specified in clause (ii), the Secretary or the
Attorney General publishes in the Federal
Register a decision, made on the basis of de-
terminations under such clause, that this
paragraph should not remain in effect, this
paragraph ceases to be in effect 60 days after
the date on which the decision is so pub-
lished. The Secretary shall in making any
such decision consult with the Attorney
General, and shall in publishing the decision
in the Federal Register include any com-
ments received from the Attorney General
for inclusion in the publication. The Attor-
ney General shall in making any such deci-
sion consult with the Secretary, and shall in
publishing the decision in the Federal Reg-
ister include any comments received from
the Secretary for inclusion in the publica-
tion.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 304
of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C.
824) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter after
and below paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘section
303(g)’’ each place such term appears and in-
serting ‘‘section 303(g)(1)’’; and

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘section
303(g)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 303(g)(1)’’.
SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS REGARDING DEPART-
MENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES.

For the purpose of assisting the Secretary
of Health and Human Services with the addi-
tional duties established for the Secretary
pursuant to the amendments made by sec-
tion 2, there are authorized to be appro-
priated, in addition to other authorizations
of appropriations that are available for such
purpose, such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 2000 and each subsequent fiscal
year.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this legislation and to insert
extraneous material on the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 5 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.

2634, the Drug Addiction Treatment
Act, a bill I introduced with my col-
league from Texas, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN).

I also would like to acknowledge the
other early cosponsors of this bill: the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BOU-
CHER), the gentleman from California
(Mr. COX), the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE), the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD), the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. DEAL), the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. UPTON).
Their assistance in opening up a new
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front in the war on drugs will be great-
ly appreciated by the many American
families who have been scourged by
drug abuse.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill that helps
those who can least help themselves.
Let me relate some of the testimony
Mr. Odis Rivers of Detroit, Michigan,
shared with the Subcommittee on
Health and the Environment of the
Committee on Commerce last year. He
has been addicted to heroin for 30 years
and is undergoing treatment with a
drug that this bill would help more
physicians prescribe to their patients.

He told the subcommittee that he
was back with his wife and family and
was enjoying the support of his family.
He had won their respect and could
again assume his rightful place in their
family. As the Detroit Free Press stat-
ed on October 3 of last year, this seems
like the kind of legislation that should
be passed, especially in light of the new
University of Michigan research show-
ing that heroin use among teens dou-
bled from 1991 to 1998.

Narcotics traffickers in Colombia,
one of the main heroin producing coun-
tries for the United States, have been
able to broaden their consumer base by
offering increasingly pure forms of the
drug at lower cost, which has broad-
ened the reach of this drug. Heroin-re-
lated emergency room visits have more
than quadrupled within the past decade
among Americans age 12 to 17. Al-
though the House recently approved
$1.3 billion to assist Colombia in drug
interdiction, we still have to be con-
cerned about what to do once drugs get
through our borders.

This legislation will not solve the
drug addiction problem. It does not ad-
dress the multiplicity of societal con-
cerns that have led to addiction. It
does not solve all the problems that
keep individuals and families enslaved
and encumbered by addiction, but it
makes a start.

I ask my colleagues to help someone
in their community break from heroin.
Join me in voting for H.R. 2634.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also take this oppor-
tunity to thank the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE), the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary, for his assistance in bringing this
legislation to the floor. I am including in the
RECORD an exchange of correspondence be-
tween our two committees regarding H.R.
2634.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,

Washington, DC, October 25, 1999.
Hon. TOM BLILEY,
Chairman, House Commerce Committee,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN BLILEY: I am writing to
you concerning the bill H.R. 2634, the Drug
Addiction Treatment Act of 1999.

As you know, this bill contains language
which falls within the Rule X jurisdiction of
this committee relating to the Controlled
Substances Act. I understand that you would
like to proceed expeditiously to the floor on
this matter. I am willing to waive our com-
mittee’s right to mark up this bill. However,
this, of course, does not waive our jurisdic-
tion over the subject matter on this or simi-
lar legislation, or our desire to be conferees

on this bill should it be subject to a House-
Senate conference committee.

I would appreciate your placing this ex-
change of letters in the Congressional
Record. Thank you for your cooperation on
this matter.

Sincerely,
HENRY J. HYDE,

Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, October 21, 1999.
Hon. HENRY HYDE,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR HENRY: Thank you for your letter re-
garding your Committee’s jurisdictional in-
terest in H.R. 2634, the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act of 1999.

I acknowledge your committee’s jurisdic-
tion over this legislation and appreciate
your cooperation in moving the bill to the
House floor expeditiously. I agree that your
decision to forego further action on the bill
will not prejudice the Judiciary Committee
with respect to its jurisdictional preroga-
tives on this or similar legislation, and will
support your request for conferees on those
provisions within the Committee on the Ju-
diciary’s jurisdiction should they be the sub-
ject of a House-Senate conference. I will also
include a copy of your letter and this re-
sponse in the Committee’s report on the bill
and the Congressional Record when the legis-
lation is considered by the House.

Thank you again for your cooperation.
Sincerely,

TOM BLILEY,
Chairman.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia for turning his
attention to the issue of addiction and
for providing this body an opportunity
to focus on it. Addiction is the number
one killer in the United States.

As it happens, the substance that
lends addiction that distinction is not
heroin but tobacco. Tobacco is respon-
sible for 400,000 deaths a year. Regard-
less of the substance, though, the mes-
sage is the same: addiction can kill.
The Nation is well served by efforts to
combat addiction to killer substances
like heroin and tobacco.

I appreciate the gentleman’s interest
in the heroin treatment initiative con-
tained in this bill. I fully support the
spirit of the bill as captured in its title.
To win the war against drugs, however,
we need to pay as much attention to
the demand side of the equation as we
do to the supply side. Fighting drugs
means fighting drug producers and
drug dealers. It also means preventing
addiction, and it means treating addic-
tion. In the context of this bill, that
means expanding treatment options for
heroin addiction.

b 1045

Last week, 600,000 Americans used
heroin. Last year, 80,000 people were
admitted to hospital emergency rooms
around the country because of heroin.

There is wide agreement among re-
searchers that heroin is the most
underreported of all controlled sub-

stances in terms of usage. Some re-
searchers believe as many as three mil-
lion Americans are heroin abusers. And
increasingly, those users are younger
and younger.

In 1980, a street bag of heroin was 4
percent pure. Today the average street
bag ranges from 40 to 70 percent purity.
The drug is stronger. It can be intro-
duced in the body in more ways and
still produce a high.

Teenagers who would normally shy
away from injecting heroin perceive
snorting and inhaling as a safe means
of using heroin. They do not think it
can kill them. They do not even think
it can make an addict of them. They
are wrong. Those misconceptions are
beginning to show up in the statistics.

Substance abuse counselors are re-
porting it has been years since they
have seen so many cases of heroin ad-
diction among teenagers and young
adults.

Buprenorphine can be part of the so-
lution, but there is more to it than
that. If we want to fight heroin addic-
tion, if we want to fight drug addic-
tion, we need to reauthorize the Sub-
stance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Agency, or SAMHSA.

SAMHSA has one of the most dif-
ficult jobs of any Federal agency, to re-
duce the demand for illicit drugs and in
that way to save lives.

I am pleased to be an original cospon-
sor of legislation to reauthorize
SAMHSA, H.R. 4867, introduced by my
colleague the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS).

Mr. Speaker, by reauthorizing
SAMHSA this year, we can secure the
foundation upon which the success of
H.R. 2634 and other legislation devoted
to the treatment of drug addiction de-
pends. It is fortunate, then, that the
author of H.R. 2634, my respected col-
league the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BLILEY) is in a position to influ-
ence whether this body takes action on
the bill that the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. CAPPS) has introduced.

The bill of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BLILEY) is a modest and a
good step. CBO estimates that it may
help 10,000 low-income addicts receive
treatment. Unfortunately, the need for
heroin treatment surpasses that figure
30 fold.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
BLILEY) I hope will fulfill the promise
of H.R. 2634 by working to ensure com-
mittee consideration and passage of
the SAMHSA reauthorization bill of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS) on a timely basis
before we go home.

With all due respect and gratitude to
my friend from Virginia, the real drug
addiction treatment act is the
SAMHSA reauthorization.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 2634, the Drug Addiction
Treatment Act of 1999.

H.R. 2634 is designed to amend specific
sections of the Controlled Substances Act for
practitioners who dispense narcotic drugs as
part of a treatment program. In doing this, it
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seeks to assist qualified physicians in treating
their addicted patients, to speed up approval
of narcotic drugs for addiction treatment pur-
poses, and offers treatment options for those
Americans for whom other treatment programs
are financially out of reach.

This legislation waives the current regulation
that physicians obtain the prior approval of the
Drug Enforcement Administration, to receive
the endorsement of State and regulatory au-
thorities, and dispense only drugs that have
been pre-approved by the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration. This waiver process only applies
to those registered physicians who are quali-
fied to dispense controlled substances to treat
opiate-dependent patients.

The bill contains a number of safeguards
that are designed to prevent abuses of the
waiver procedure. The Secretary of Health
and Human Services may deny access to the
waiver process for any drug the Secretary de-
termines may require more stringent physician
qualification standards or more narrowly de-
fined restrictions on the quantities of drugs
that may be dispensed for unsupervised use.
Physicians also face losing their registration
status or even criminal prosecution for viola-
tions of the waiver process. Finally, after 3
years, the Attorney General and the Secretary
may end availability of the waiver if they deter-
mine the process has had adverse public
health consequences or to the extent it has
led to violations of the Controlled Substances
Act.

Mr. Speaker, drug treatment programs form
an important component of our national war
on drugs. In order for this war to be effective,
both demand and supply must be reduced si-
multaneously. Treatment programs can be an
effective method of reducing demand, but re-
quire enormous commitment on the part of
both doctor and patient. This is especially true
for those addicted to opiate narcotics.

This legislation will make it easier for doc-
tors to treat those difficult addiction cases,
without permitting gross abuses of the waiver
system. The end goal is more successful
treatment programs, with shorter durations
and lower recidivism rates.

It is important that we utilize all available
tools in the war against drugs. For this reason,
I urge my colleagues to lend their support to
H.R. 2634.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 2634, the Drug Addiction Treatment
Act. I want to acknowledge the leadership and
effort on this issue that has been put forth by
my good friend and colleague from the other
body, Senator CARL LEVIN. His longstanding
interest and acknowledged expertise in the de-
velopment of effective treatments for drug ad-
diction have been important influences in my
deliberations on this matter. I thank him.

Indeed, the language before us contains a
number of changes to the bill reported out of
the Commerce Committee. These changes re-
flect provisions adopted and passed by the
Senate and represent improvements in the bill.

Mr. Speaker, none of us should leave here
thinking that we have done as much as we
should to tackle the scourge of drug addiction
in this country. Statistics on heroin addiction
alone show that interdiction is not completely
effective. The advent of narcotic treatments
such as buprenorphine are important tools in
the panoply of strategies to meet and defeat
the drug addiction problem. The bill before us
is a modest measure and I challenge us to do

more, much more, before we adjourn this ses-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, my colleague and good friend,
Representative CAPPS has introduced legisla-
tion to reauthorize programs administered by
the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Administration (SAMHSA). I urge swift ac-
tion on this bill. SAMHSA provides the crucial
safety net of programs for those who lack the
means to obtain treatment elsewhere. Impor-
tantly, SAMHSA’s programs address virtually
all addiction issues and are not limited to the
heroin alone. SAMHSA also provides impor-
tant prevention programs, unlike the bill before
us today. SAMHSA’s programs also address
co-occurring substance abuse and mental
health disorders.

Finally, SAMHSA provides the resources
necessary for many of those who are in the
‘‘treatment gap’’ to obtain needed services.
Today we will hear about stigmas and red
tape. In my view, the most significant factor in
the treatment gap is lack of adequate re-
sources for those who need treatment. The
promise of buprenorphine will be lost on low
income persons unless we provide access to
treatment for them. The bill before us does not
address this important issue, however, Rep-
resentative CAPPS’ bill does, so I hope we will
move as expeditiously on that legislation as
we are on this legislation. Chairman BLILEY
and Chairman BILIRAKIS both promised action
on SAMHSA during the hearing and markup of
H.R. 2436. Today I remind them of that prom-
ise and express my hope that they will take up
Representative CAPPS’ bill as soon as pos-
sible.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2634, and I commend Chair-
man BLILEY for introducing it and shepherding
it to the floor of the House today.

As a family physician, living and working in
a district that is medically underserved, I often
had to provide coverage to the Methadone
Program in our Department of Health. I saw
first hand how the use of such drugs could
provide an option for treatment which would
allow persons suffering from heroin addiction
to reconcile with their families, return to work
and live productive lives once again.

I also saw how under some circumstances,
the need to travel distances on a daily basis
to be medicated was in direct conflict with re-
quirements in the workplace, and how it ham-
pered the full reentry of some patients into so-
ciety.

Drug addiction plagues many in our commu-
nities. It destroys individuals, families and un-
dermines those communities. IV drug use,
often associated with heroin use, also trans-
mits the HIV virus and thus contributes to the
scourge of AIDS.

Today, addicted persons seeking treatment
are often turned away. This bill will enable
more people to receive treatment, and it will
save lives, heal families and support whole-
some communities.

I am pleased to support H.R. 2634, and I
ask my colleagues to support its passage.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I urge
adoption of the legislation, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from

Virginia (Mr. BLILEY) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 2634, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

INTERNATIONAL PATIENT ACT OF
2000

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2961) to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to authorize a
3-year pilot program under which the
Attorney General may extend the pe-
riod for voluntary departure in the
case of certain nonimmigrant aliens
who require medical treatment in the
United States and were admitted under
the visa waiver pilot program, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2961

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Patient Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. THREE-YEAR PILOT PROGRAM TO EX-

TEND VOLUNTARY DEPARTURE PE-
RIOD FOR CERTAIN NONIMMIGRANT
ALIENS REQUIRING MEDICAL
TREATMENT WHO WERE ADMITTED
UNDER VISA WAIVER PILOT PRO-
GRAM.

Section 240B(a)(2) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1229c(a)(2)) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) PERIOD.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph

(B), permission to depart voluntarily under
this subsection shall not be valid for a period
exceeding 120 days.

‘‘(B) 3-YEAR PILOT PROGRAM WAIVER.—Dur-
ing the period October 1, 2000, through Sep-
tember 30, 2003, and subject to subparagraphs
(C) and (D)(ii), the Attorney General may, in
the discretion of the Attorney General for
humanitarian purposes, waive application of
subparagraph (A) in the case of an alien—

‘‘(i) who was admitted to the United States
as a nonimmigrant visitor (described in sec-
tion 101(a)(15)(B)) under the provisions of the
visa waiver pilot program established pursu-
ant to section 217, seeks the waiver for the
purpose of continuing to receive medical
treatment in the United States from a physi-
cian associated with a health care facility,
and submits to the Attorney General—

‘‘(I) a detailed diagnosis statement from
the physician, which includes the treatment
being sought and the expected time period
the alien will be required to remain in the
United States;

‘‘(II) a statement from the health care fa-
cility containing an assurance that the
alien’s treatment is not being paid through
any Federal or State public health assist-
ance, that the alien’s account has no out-
standing balance, and that such facility will
notify the Service when the alien is released
or treatment is terminated; and

‘‘(III) evidence of financial ability to sup-
port the alien’s day-to-day expenses while in
the United States (including the expenses of
any family member described in clause (ii))
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and evidence that any such alien or family
member is not receiving any form of public
assistance; or

‘‘(ii) who—
‘‘(I) is a spouse, parent, brother, sister, son,

daughter, or other family member of a prin-
cipal alien described in clause (i); and

‘‘(II) entered the United States accom-
panying, and with the same status as, such
principal alien.

‘‘(C) WAIVER LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(i) Waivers under subparagraph (B) may

be granted only upon a request submitted by
a Service district office to Service head-
quarters.

‘‘(ii) Not more than 300 waivers may be
granted for any fiscal year for a principal
alien under subparagraph (B)(i).

‘‘(iii)(I) Except as provided in subclause
(II), in the case of each principal alien de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) not more than
1 adult may be granted a waiver under sub-
paragraph (B)(ii).

‘‘(II) Not more than 2 adults may be grant-
ed a waiver under subparagraph (B)(ii) in a
case in which—

‘‘(aa) the principal alien described in sub-
paragraph (B)(i) is a dependent under the age
of 18; or

‘‘(bb) 1 such adult is age 55 or older or is
physically handicapped.

‘‘(D) REPORT TO CONGRESS; SUSPENSION OF
WAIVER AUTHORITY.—

‘‘(i) Not later than March 30 of each year,
the Commissioner shall submit to the Con-
gress an annual report regarding all waivers
granted under subparagraph (B) during the
preceding fiscal year.

‘‘(ii) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the authority of the Attorney Gen-
eral under subparagraph (B) shall be sus-
pended during any period in which an annual
report under clause (i) is past due and has
not been submitted.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 2961.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring to
the floor H.R. 2961, the International
Patient Act of 2000, a bill introduced by
our colleague, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

Aliens who seek to visit the United
States temporarily for business or
pleasure are admitted to the United
States under ‘‘B’’ visas. B–1 business
visas are initially valid for up to 1 year
and can be extended in increments of
not more than 6 months each. B–2 visas
are initially valid for up to 1 year and
can also be extended in increments of
not more than 6 months.

The visa waiver program allows
aliens traveling from certain countries

to come to the United States as tem-
porary visitors for business or pleasure
without having to obtain ‘‘B’’ visas.
However, a visit cannot exceed 90 days
and no extensions are available.

The Attorney General can authorize
an alien admitted under the visa waiv-
er program who faces an emergency
situation to remain in the United
States for 120 days beyond the initial
90-day admission under voluntary de-
parture. While the 210-day period pro-
vided by the initial 90-day admission
and the 120 days under voluntary de-
parture is adequate to deal with most
emergency situations, it does not meet
the need of a relatively few aliens who
are admitted to the United States
under the visa waiver program and are
receiving long-term medical treat-
ment.

H.R. 2961 would address this problem
by establishing a 3-year pilot program
authorizing the Attorney General to
waive the 120-day cap on voluntary de-
parture for a limited number of pa-
tients and attending family members
who enter the U.S. under the visa waiv-
er program.

The legislation contains safeguards
to ensure only those truly in need of
long-term medical care can obtain such
a waiver.

An alien seeking a waiver would be
required to provide a comprehensive
statement from their physician detail-
ing the treatment sought and the
alien’s anticipated length of stay in the
United States.

In addition, the alien and attending
family members would be required to
provide proof of their ability to pay for
the treatment and their living ex-
penses.

The bill caps the total number of
waivers at 300 annually and limits the
number of family members who can
enjoy the benefits of a waiver.

The bill also requires the INS to pro-
vide Congress with an annual report
detailing the number of waivers grant-
ed each fiscal year and provides for the
suspension of the Attorney General’s
authority if an annual report is past
due.

The only change made to the bill
from the version reported by the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary is that the
starting date of the 3-year pilot pro-
gram is advanced to October 1, 2000.

H.R. 2961 is drafted to meet the com-
pelling needs of international medical
patients without creating any undue
risk or abuse.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
chairman for moving this legislative
initiative along and, as well, the chief
sponsor of this legislation, my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN), for his insightful leadership
on this very, very important issue.

This bill is an excellent compromise
for a very harsh provision that the INS
had in place that really did damage to
those individuals who needed impor-
tant and urgent medical help. And so
this particular legislation allows for
the discretion of the Attorney General
to extend the stay of many who are se-
curing important medical health or
other urgent matters. It allows this
country to be a nation of laws as well
as a nation with humanity.

So again, Mr. Speaker, I thank you
and I thank my colleague because this
particular legislation would create a 3-
year pilot program under which the At-
torney General would have the discre-
tionary authority to waive the 120-day
limit on grant of voluntary departure.
I think that this, as I said earlier, is a
good idea. Aliens entering the United
States temporarily for prearranged,
personally financed medical treatment
generally are admitted as non-
immigrant visas.

If eligible, they may do this under
the visa waiver pilot program. This
program allows aliens traveling from
certain designated countries to come
to the United States as temporary visi-
tors without having the immigration
documentation normally required to
enter the United States.

In many instances, these particular
visitors are coming on emergency,
needing a heart transplant or needing
an organ transplant or having a dev-
astating disease.

Visitors entering under the visa
waiver program are admitted for 90
days, after which they become deport-
able. What a crisis if they happen to be
in the midst of their recuperation or
their physician has indicated that they
cannot travel or they need to be under
the medical facility.

The Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996
created the 120-day limit on voluntary
departure grants. It is harsh and unrea-
sonable to have a limit on this privi-
lege that operates without regard to
the circumstances of the alien’s situa-
tion.

This bill would correct this problem
with respect to aliens who are in the
United States under the visa waiver
program and need additional voluntary
departure time for medical treatment.

An infinite number of unexpected
problems can occur, particularly dur-
ing a visit to a foreign country. For in-
stance, the alien may have to stay be-
yond the additional 120-day period
while waiting for assistance from his
consulate office on a legal matter, such
as dealing with a car accident and de-
termining the time that they should
leave or that all legal matters have
been handled.

This bill is needed to prevent people
from being departed who have serious
medical conditions.

Coming from a community that has
in it one of the most outstanding med-
ical centers in the Nation housed in the
25th Congressional District, that of my
colleague and sponsor of this bill, the
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gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN),
we are aware of the international re-
sponsibilities that our medical center
has taken on in providing care for so
many of those who have come to seek
help to extend their lives and to then
live quality healthy lives.

It is aptly named the International
Patient Act because it allows visitors
from around the world to temporarily
remain in the United States to seek
medical treatment. It really puts the
United States in the context of which
we want to be known, that of a world
leader, that of a country of laws, as I
indicated, but a country that is a great
humanitarian or views humanity in the
sense of being sensitive to their need.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I do support
this legislation and would hope that we
would be able to have our colleagues
pass this legislation to ensure that oth-
ers may be protected.

Mr. Speaker, the bill proposed by my col-
league from Texas, Congressman BENTSEN,
would create a three-year pilot program under
which the Attorney General would have discre-
tionary authority to waive the 120-day limit on
grants of voluntary departure. I think this is a
good idea.

Aliens entering the United States tempo-
rarily for prearranged, personally financed
medical treatment generally are admitted as
nonimmigrant visitors. If eligible, they may do
this under the Visa Waiver Pilot Program. This
program allows aliens traveling from certain
designated countries to come to the United
States as temporary visitors without having the
immigration documents normally required to
enter the United States. Visitors entering
under the visa waiver program are admitted
for 90 days, after which they become deport-
able.

The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immi-
grant Responsibility Act of 1996 (‘‘IIRIRA’’)
created the 120-day limit on voluntary depar-
ture grants. It is harsh and unreasonable to
have a limit on this privilege that operates
without regard to the circumstances of the
alien’s situation.

The bill would correct this problem with re-
spect to aliens who are in the United States
under the visa waiver program and need addi-
tional voluntary departure time for medical
treatment.

An infinite number of unexpected problems
can occur, particularly during a visit to a for-
eign country. For instance, the alien might
have to stay beyond the additional 120-day
period while waiting for assistance from his
consulate office on a legal matter such as
dealing with a car accident.

This bill is needed to prevent people from
being deported who have serious medical con-
ditions. It is aptly named the International Pa-
tient Act because it allows visitors from around
the world to temporarily remain in the United
States to seek medical treatment. I support
this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

b 1100
Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I

reserve the balance of my time.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, today the House con-
siders H.R. 2961, the International Pa-
tient Act, bipartisan legislation which
I introduced at the request of several of
the institutions of the Texas Medical
Center in my congressional district to
address the time limitation placed on
international patients and attending
family members who remain in the
United States while receiving medical
treatment. I am grateful to the Texas
Medical Center in Houston for bringing
this important issue to my attention. I
am also grateful to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
for their assistance in putting this leg-
islation together and bringing it to the
House floor.

Many international patients who ob-
tain prearranged care in the United
States require long-term medical
treatment and lengthy hospital stays.
However, a provision in the 1996 Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act instituted a time
limit on voluntary departure status
that has restricted health care facili-
ties from providing sufficient care to
some patients.

Each year, hospitals and health fa-
cilities across the United States pro-
vide prearranged treatment and health
care assistance to more than 250,000
international patients who come from
many nations around the world. At the
Texas Medical Center in Houston,
Texas, more than 25,000 international
patients are seen each year. These pa-
tients come to the United States be-
cause of the high quality health care
that is the best in the world.

Since the 1996 immigration reforms
were enacted, many medical patient
visitors have entered the U.S. under
the visa waiver program, which allows
a maximum 90-day stay. After 90 days
these patients and their attending fam-
ily members are eligible to apply for
voluntary departure which allows an
additional stay of 120 days. Upon com-
pletion of the 120 days, these individ-
uals must request, quote, ‘‘deferred ac-
tion status,’’ which allows them to
stay in the United States for an ex-
tended period but places them under il-
legal status. Consequently, these pa-
tients, whose lives are often dependent
on return visits to the United States
for further medical treatment, are
barred from entering the United States
from between 3 to 10 years.

After I brought this issue to the at-
tention of the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service and the Department
of State, each agency has worked to
strengthen their staff knowledge of
medical patients and to better screen
prospective international patients at
U.S. embassies and during inspections.
However, due to the relaxed rules gov-
erning participation in the visa waiver
program, many patients have contin-

ued to come to this country unaware of
its strict length-of-stay restrictions.

Mr. Speaker, I was a strong pro-
ponent of the immigration reforms
passed by the Congress and signed by
the President in 1996. Overall, I believe
these were tough but needed reforms
that cracked down on illegal immigra-
tion. I have worked closely with law
enforcement authorities in my district
to clamp down on illegal immigration,
and I have supported legislative efforts
to provide the INS with the resources
to safeguard the integrity of our bor-
ders while also holding the agency to
high professional standards of law en-
forcement. In this case, though, I be-
lieve it is entirely appropriate to make
a concession to the small number of
international patients who travel to
the United States for lifesaving treat-
ment.

The bill I am offering today would
authorize a 3-year pilot program allow-
ing the U.S. Attorney General to waive
the voluntary departure 120-day cap for
a very limited number of international
patients and attending family members
who enter the U.S. under the visa waiv-
er program. It would implement a
tough, restrictive process to these pa-
tients to ensure that only those truly
in need of long-term medical care could
obtain such a waiver. This legislation
would require these patients to provide
comprehensive statements from at-
tending physicians detailing the treat-
ment sought and their anticipated
length of stay in the United States.

In addition, the patients would be re-
quired to provide proof of ability to
pay for their treatment and the daily
expenses of attending family members.
This legislation would strictly limit
the number of allowable family mem-
bers and limit the total number of
waivers to 300 persons annually. To
safeguard against fraud and abuse, this
legislation would require the INS to
provide Congress with an annual status
report detailing the number of inter-
national patients waivers allowed each
fiscal year. Should the INS fail to re-
lease this data, Congress would be au-
thorized to discontinue these waivers.

In drafting this legislation, I con-
sulted with the Texas Medical Center
and a number of its member institu-
tions to determine an accurate, work-
able number of waivers for the bill.
After contacting a number of medical
institutions throughout the United
States, the Texas Medical Center esti-
mated that approximately 1,000 annual
waivers would be needed to meet the
total number of international patients
who fall out of legal immigration sta-
tus due to long-term health care needs.
Despite this estimate, I believe the 300
annual waivers provided for in this bill
will provide an adequate starting point
to address this situation and provide
an appropriate safeguard against fraud
and abuse, and additionally will give us
the information necessary should this
have to be reviewed in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I realize there are many
Members who are hesitant to make
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changes to the immigration law Con-
gress adopted in 1996. I know that I am
loath to do anything more than a sur-
gical fix to the underlying statutory
scheme. However, I am convinced that
the reforms enacted in 1996 were not in-
tended to target nonimmigrant visitors
who enter the country to receive
preapproved, lifesaving medical treat-
ment. I believe we have an obligation
to protect the status of legal inter-
national patients who owe their lives
to the high-quality medical care they
receive in the United States.

Working together in a bipartisan
manner, we have taken great strides in
strengthening our immigration laws.
We should not allow our hard work to
be diminished by the unintended con-
sequences of otherwise highly effective
immigration reforms.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting this important effort. Once
again I want to thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SMITH) and the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE)
for their assistance on this bill.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I would like to again congratulate
my colleague from Texas. He has
worked very hard on this legislation. I
would only offer to say that we hope
that the visa waiver program that is
intimately connected to this legisla-
tion can be passed by the United States
Senate so that we can move this legis-
lation along. Additionally, I think it is
very important that as we look at the
provisions in this legislation that there
are 300 allowances, that we have the
opportunity to review it and maybe
move the numbers up to cover the
great need for people to receive med-
ical care.

Ultimately, I think we will have to
come to this floor and fix many ele-
ments of the 1996 immigration reform
law to prevent mandatory detention
and other problems that have been
with that legislation. I hope this is the
first step.

I congratulate the author of this leg-
islation. I would ask my colleagues to
support it.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SMITH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2961, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

RIGHT-TO-KNOW NATIONAL
PAYROLL ACT

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules

and pass the bill (H.R. 1264) to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to re-
quire that each employer show on the
W–2 form of each employee the employ-
er’s share of taxes for old age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance and for
hospital insurance for the employee as
well as the total amount of such taxes
for such employee.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1264

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Right-To-
Know National Payroll Act’’.
SEC. 2. DISCLOSURE OF FICA AND MEDICARE TAX

ON W–2 FORM.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

6051 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to requirement of receipts for employ-
ees) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end
of paragraph (10), by striking the period at
the end of paragraph (11) and inserting a
comma, and by inserting after paragraph (11)
the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(12) the total amount of tax with respect
to the employee imposed on such person
under—

‘‘(A) section 3111(a),
‘‘(B) section 3111(b),
‘‘(C) so much of the tax imposed under sec-

tion 3221(a) as relates to section 3111(a), and
‘‘(D) so much of the tax imposed under sec-

tion 3221(a) as relates to section 3111(b), and
‘‘(13) the total amount of tax with respect

to the employee for old-age, survivors, and
disability insurance and for hospital insur-
ance, which is the sum of—

‘‘(A) each of the amounts shown under sub-
paragraphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (12),
plus

‘‘(B) the amount shown under paragraph
(6).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply with re-
spect to remuneration paid after December
31, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MATSUI)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative
days within which to revise and extend
their remarks and include extraneous
material on H.R. 1264.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.

Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think every Member
would agree that our American work-
ers pay too much in taxes, and with a
$2.2 trillion surplus it is time for Wash-
ington to give our workers relief from
a crushing tax burden. Unlike most
Democrats, I believe our workers have
earned a tax refund. I also think they
are entitled to know the whole truth
about how Washington secretly takes
more of their hard-earned money than
they might realize.

Many workers simply do not realize
the actual tax burden that Washington
imposes on them. For instance, as
every working American probably
knows, each January we get a W–2
form. This W–2 form shows how much
money we made and how much we paid
in taxes during the previous year. But
the W–2 simply does not show the
whole picture. It fails to show how
much tax your employer pays to Wash-
ington on your behalf.
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Many people are not aware that half
of all of their payroll taxes, which are
separate from their income taxes, are
paid by the employers. In fact, yester-
day I met with communications work-
ers in my district who complained that
their payroll taxes were too high and
yet they did not realize that Wash-
ington takes the same amount from
their employer, too. That is because
current W–2s do not show the employ-
er’s share of the payroll tax burden.

This is a typical Washington sleight
of hand. The money they take from an
employer is money that could have
gone to the employee, either by in-
creasing their take-home pay or pro-
viding better retirement or health ben-
efits.

Why does one think they hide it? Be-
cause they know that once the truth is
out, bureaucrats cannot keep spending
everyone’s money to increase the size
of government. This bill will change
that by showing America the whole
truth.

In this legislation, the Right-to-
Know National Payroll Act, employers
will disclose their share of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare taxes on each of our
annual W–2s. This common sense legis-
lation should have been law last year
but the President vetoed it, along with
much-needed other tax relief.

So I am pleased that we are able to
address this issue once again. Working
Americans have a right to know the
total amount of their paycheck that
goes to Washington and they have a
right to know the true extent of their
payroll tax burden. It is clear that
Washington takes too much money
from our workers and it is time to let
the sunshine shine on Washington’s
book of tricks.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to my friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA),
the sponsor of this bill.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, for 7 out of 10 house-
holds, the FICA tax, also known as the
payroll tax, is the greatest of all taxes
that they pay. Yet half of the payroll
tax is hidden from the employee’s view.

Current law requires employers to
annually issue all of their employees a
W–2 form, a written statement that
shows their total wages and the
amount withheld in taxes for the pre-
vious year. However, the information
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on American workers’ W–2s does not
tell the whole story. The 12.4 percent
Social Security tax and the 2.9 percent
Medicare tax are split equally between
employers and employees. Current W–
2s disclose only the employee’s half of
the cost of these programs.

Many workers are probably unaware
of this employer contribution to Social
Security and Medicare, which my col-
league from Texas just pointed out,
which also makes them unaware of how
much their employment actually costs.
It is possible that if the employer were
not required to pay payroll taxes, or if
the payroll tax was reduced, a portion
of this money might go to the em-
ployee. Not only does this lack of infor-
mation hide from employees the true
cost of their employment but it also
makes them uninformed about how
much of their paycheck funds two gov-
ernment programs which are vital for
their retirement security, Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

The Right-to-Know National Payroll
Act would require employers to simply
disclose their share of both Social Se-
curity and Medicare taxes on each em-
ployee’s annual W–2. Implementing the
right-to-know payroll form is as simple
as changing the format of a current W–
2 form because employers actually cal-
culate these costs annually. For em-
ployers, the right-to-know payroll form
helps workers understand the con-
straints employers face when seeking
to create jobs, increase pay and com-
pete effectively in a global economy,
and shatters the myth that taxes and
mandates can be placed on employers
without affecting the workers them-
selves.

For workers, the right-to-know pay-
roll form allows them to compare the
benefits and costs of various govern-
ment programs and helps to raise the
awareness of employment-related pub-
lic policy and how it affects their jobs.

Language from the Right-to-Know
National Payroll Act was included in
the Financial Freedom Act of 1999. The
concept has been endorsed by the Cato
Institute and The Heritage Founda-
tion. I thank the Committee on Ways
and Means for bringing it back up
today.

The Right-to-Know National Payroll
Act came out of discussions I had sev-
eral years ago with the Mackinac Cen-
ter of Public Policy in Michigan. The
Mackinac Center thought it was impor-
tant for workers to know the total cost
of taxes and government programs and
developed the right-to-know payroll
form for use by employers. The right-
to-know payroll form is now being used
by hundreds of businesses across the
country and by the State of Michigan.

The purpose of this legislation is sim-
ple. For too long, the government has
taken taxes from employers and hidden
this information from employees. It is
time to give employees information
about the full cost of their Federal ben-
efits. I urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 1264.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may

consume to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 1264, the Right-to-
Know National Payroll Act, offered by
my friend, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. HOEKSTRA).

In Colorado, there was an employer
who at one point in time opened two
windows giving his employees pay-
ments in cash at one window for all the
time. They went to the next window
and he took from them the taxes they
had to pay back. The fact is that IRS
made him stop that practice because it
was too truthful. They had to know ex-
actly what was being paid. The em-
ployer wanted the employees to know
how much they were making, how
much it was costing him to employ
them so he gave them their total pay-
ment in cash. They moved to the next
window, as I say, and they had to pay
back their income taxes, their State
taxes and their Social Security taxes
so that they would have a sense of ex-
actly what it was that taxes were cost-
ing them.

Now, this only went on for a rel-
atively short time until, as I say, the
IRS stepped in and said this cannot be
done. They disallowed it. But from my
point of view, this proposal, the pro-
posal of the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. HOEKSTRA), H.R. 1264, is in the
vein of full disclosure.

As the previous speakers have al-
luded to, this will help workers under-
stand the constraints employers face
when seeking to create jobs, increase
pay and compete effectively in a global
economy, and it shatters the myth that
taxes and mandates can be placed on
employers without affecting workers
themselves.

More importantly, it allows workers
to compare the benefits and costs of
various government programs and
helps raise awareness of employment-
related public policy and how it affects
their jobs.

I want to stop there, for the previous
speakers have talked about the merits
of the legislation. The support and the
news articles that it has received from
those around the country speak for
itself, but I want to turn to the prob-
lem of hidden taxes.

Today, the average Federal tax bur-
den is around 20 percent but, of course,
it is not the true cost of taxation. We
still have State and local taxes, as well
as thousands of dollars in so-called hid-
den taxes; taxes the Americans pay but
never see, primarily because they have
been added to the cost of goods and
services or resulted in a reduction in
pay.

These include hotel taxes added to
the cost of the hotel room; stadium
taxes included in the price of a baseball
or football ticket; highway and airport
taxes added to the cost of gas and air-
line tickets.

It also includes the employee’s bur-
den of financing Social Security and
the Medicare system, for workers are
being deceived when taxes are imposed

on business. A careful employee can
look at the pay stub and figure out
that Social Security and Medicare pay-
roll taxes consume 7.65 percent of his
income, but will he or she know that
another 7.65 percent is being paid on
his behalf by his employer?

This is money that otherwise would
go to the employee’s paycheck. Sadly,
the worker never knows it exists in the
first place. It is because of this and
some estimate that the average tax-
payer, in reality, pays over 40 percent
of his or her income in taxes. This is an
abomination. As many of my col-
leagues here in the House know, and I
know, I was elected to Congress in an
effort to reduce the tax burden on the
American families and to reduce the
size of government. We are all making
strides in this regard.

A great deal of work certainly re-
mains to be done in the area of hidden
taxes. The bill we are considering
today starts the process of informing
the public about hidden taxes and lets
them know that both themselves and
their employers contribute to the sol-
vency of the Social Security and Medi-
care funds. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this good government legislation,
and I thank my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA)
for bringing the bill to the floor.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I was asked about 15
minutes ago to manage this bill. We
apparently on this committee could
not find anyone to manage this piece of
legislation. No one thought it was sig-
nificant enough to take the time to
manage so I kind of am stuck with this
responsibility. My understanding of
this legislation is that right now on
the W–2 forms there is an aggregate
number of the FICA tax and the HI tax,
and what this basically will do will
break it up into employer/employee
taxes.

Now, bear in mind that the informa-
tion is already provided by the Social
Security Administration. Beginning
this year, the Social Security Adminis-
tration will be sending out, on an an-
nual basis, to everybody that pays the
payroll tax the aggregate amount over
the lifetime of the individual of both
the HI tax and the payroll tax, the
FICA tax, and broken down from man-
agement, or the employer and em-
ployee side.

So that information is provided.
There is no secrecy involved in it. It
will be provided to every taxpayer,
every employee, on a lifetime basis
every year. So there is no secret to it.

In fact, what this will do is probably
put an additional small burden on the
employer, because now the employer
perhaps will have to go back to the
computers and make some adjust-
ments, but I guess that is not an un-
funded mandate although I am not
quite sure. It could be an unfunded
mandate, but I do not think anybody
will object to it because it is not that
big of a deal. Most employers will prob-
ably be able to do it.
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I might also say, just to have no mis-

understandings about this, that we are
not going to oppose this legislation.
The more information to the public,
the better off we are, and if breaking it
down from employer, employee side
gives more information to the average
citizen, more to it.

The only problem is that I did hear
on the other side, as I was coming in,
that the whole issue of true costs, then
people will be able to figure out the
real true costs, and obviously rate of
return they are going to get but this
really will not have any relevance to
that because I have done a lot of stud-
ies on Social Security. And the fact of
the matter is that right now the over-
head costs on one’s Social Security
benefits, the money coming in and
going out, is about 1 percent. We have
done some studies, had some hearings
in the Committee on Ways and Means,
the Subcommittee on Social Security,
and we find that actually the costs of
maintenance, if one privatizes and ac-
tually invests in the private market, is
about 20 percent, because there are
fund managers and all of that, and we
are not going to put that on that W–2
form because that would be too much
trouble. Then once there are the aggre-
gate benefits in the trust fund and one
is ready to retire then they have to
amortize the account. That will cost
another 20 percent. So we are talking
anywhere from 35, 40, maybe even 45
percent, in terms of the overall cost if
the Social Security system is
privatized; whereas the overall cost is 1
percent in terms of the current Social
Security system.

So this does not give anybody any
comparison. Again, as I said, the more
information the better off we are and
so we are not going to oppose this.

Just in conclusion, it would be my
hope that we begin to focus on the real
issue of Social Security, is that how do
we deal over the next 35 years with the
fact that we are going to have a 25 to
30 percent shortfall in the Social Secu-
rity system? That is a big issue, and we
need, on a bipartisan basis, to come up
with a solution to that, because that is
going to hit us much sooner than we
expected. The reality is that we cannot
leave the uncertainty in the system
that we currently have.

b 1130

Mr. Speaker, I urge a yea vote on
this resolution, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume to just remind my col-
leagues that we are trying to put sun-
shine on the issue, and it was a Repub-
lican Congress that started this by
making the Social Security Adminis-
tration report at all.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HOEKSTRA) for closing.

Mr. HOEKSTRA. Mr. Speaker, just to
make sure there is no misunder-
standing between us and our colleague

from California, currently a W–2 form
does not require the employer’s share
to be reported, so the W–2 form only
lists the employee’s share.

What this legislation will require is
that on the W–2 form, both the em-
ployer and the employee’s share of the
FICA tax will be listed. This will allow
employees to fully understand the true
cost of their employment. This is a
process that a number of people have
already taken steps toward; that this is
good government. Hundreds of compa-
nies are doing this. The State of Michi-
gan has added this in.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague
from the other side of the aisle for en-
couraging a ‘‘yes’’ vote in support of
this.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 1264.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ALFRED RASCON POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4430) to redesignate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 11831 Scaggsville Road in Ful-
ton, Maryland, as the ‘‘Alfred Rascon
Post Office Building.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4430

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. ALFRED RASCON POST OFFICE

BUILDING.
(a) REDESIGNATION.—The facility of the

United States Postal Service located at 8926
Baltimore Street in Savage, Maryland, and
known as the Savage Post Office, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Alfred Rascon
Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Alfred Rascon Post Of-
fice Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4430.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, just last week we began

what today evolves into a 3-day process
of considering and ultimately passing a
number of pieces of legislation de-
signed to extend the honor of the nam-
ing of a postal facility after what we
like to believe and, in fact, do firmly
believe are very deserving Americans.

I stated yesterday on the floor of this
House that we owe our thanks on the
subcommittee to people like the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FATTAH), and his staff for
their efforts, but also to those Mem-
bers from across the country who I
think do such an admirable job in
searching out and bringing to us the
names of individuals who do, indeed,
deserve this particular honor.

It is interesting to me that while all
of them are very, very special individ-
uals, they are all very unique. Today,
for example, as we consider the first of
what we all hope will be four such ini-
tiatives, we see the uniqueness of each
individual and each nominee that is
represented in all of the four bills.

Today, I would like to begin by
thanking the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT) for leading us
down the right path in that regard.

As the Clerk designated, Mr. Speak-
er, this legislation was introduced on
May 11 of 2000 and seeks to name the
postal facility located at 11831
Skaggsville Road in Fulton, Maryland,
as the Alfred Rascon Post Office
Building.

Mr. Rascon is a very special indi-
vidual for a number of different rea-
sons, Mr. Speaker, not the least of
which is the very successful life that he
has led, coming to this country as he
did from his birthplace in Chihuahua,
Mexico, and ultimately accruing in
this, his new homeland, a remarkable
record of bravery and of citizenship. In
fact, Mr. Rascon was just recently
awarded the Congressional Medal of
Honor for his heroic efforts as well as
the serious injuries he received during
his tour of duty in South Vietnam
where the record that I have had the
honor and the privilege of reading
speaks very clearly about his valor,
about his courage on behalf of his fel-
low soldiers and his wounded squad
members in his attempts to save their
lives.

We do have the main sponsor of this
legislation, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT), with us, so I do
not want to go on at great lengths and
take away from both the time and, of
course, the substance of his comments.

So, Mr. Speaker, with a final word of
appreciation to the gentleman from
Maryland and a final word of appre-
ciate to a very special man in Mr.
Rascon, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
4430 for the naming of this post office.
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Also, to speak in general in terms of
the post office naming bills that are in
front of us today which I hope will re-
ceive positive support here on the
House floor. Three of these four have
met the committee requirement for
complete delegation sponsorship. One
has not, but will be the subject of some
dialogue, I am sure, about that. But
nonetheless, all honor very worthy
Americans.

The gentleman that this bill would
seek to name a post office in honor of
is someone who has served our country
well. Even though born in Mexico, he
served in the Armed Forces, was seri-
ously wounded, and is still serving our
government in the selective service
system. We are going to hear more
about him from the prime sponsor; but
as for my side of the aisle, we fully sup-
port this legislation and hope that it
receives the support that will ensure
its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. BARTLETT), who, as I men-
tioned before, is the lead sponsor and
author of this particular legislation.

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4430, which renames the post office in
Savage, Maryland, after one of my con-
stituents, Mr. Alfred Rascon. Mr.
Rascon received the Congressional
Medal of Honor on February 8 of this
year for his gallantry during the Viet-
nam War. He served as a Specialist 4
medic to a reconnaissance platoon in
the 173rd Airborne Brigade. On March
13, 1966, Mr. Rascon’s platoon came
under heavy fire from a numerically
superior force while moving to rein-
force another battalion. Disregarding
his own safety, Mr. Rascon ran to as-
sist his fellow soldiers under heavy
enemy fire. He was wounded numerous
times, fell on fellow soldiers three sep-
arate times to shield them from heavy
machine gun and grenade attacks with
his own body, and yet, continued to
search for more wounded comrades to
assist. He later refused aid for himself
or to be evacuated and continued to
provide assistance to his fellow
soldiers.

The paperwork for Mr. Rascon’s
original recommendation for the Con-
gressional Medal of Honor was lost in
the Pentagon and was only recognized
recently due to the efforts of members
of his platoon who testify to this day
that they are alive only because of Mr.
Rascon’s heroism. I was pleased to as-
sist in remediating this problem, and I
am pleased to pay him tribute now by
naming the post office in Savage,
Maryland, in his honor.

I would like to thank Mr. Rascon and
his wife for being here with us in the
gallery today. I thank them very much
more honoring us with their presence.

Mr. Speaker, we live in a world today
where role models for our children
abuse drugs, break the law, or act to-
tally out of self-interest. It is men like

Alfred Rascon who show us what role
models are supposed to be. He regarded
the lives of his comrades as more im-
portant than his own and acted totally
out of his care for them. Even after
being wounded, he did not stop seeking
to help them. He considered his own
life as forfeit and completely sacrificed
himself. He did not seek attention
when his paperwork was lost in the
Pentagon, nor did he seek that this
post office be renamed for him. Indeed,
in no way has he ever tried to glorify
himself or take credit for his actions.
His friends and those whose lives he
saved had to bring to light the fact
that his heroism had gone unrewarded
by his country.

We must constantly remind ourselves
and educate our children that we are
privileged to live in the greatest and
most free country on earth only be-
cause of the service and sacrifices of
brave individuals such as Alfred
Rascon. Our country can never truly
reward these men or those like him
who have sacrificed so much for us.
The only thing we can do is to never
forget them. Naming this post office
after him is one very small way to en-
sure that we never forget his extraor-
dinary heroism or that of many like
him who have fought, bled and died for
our freedom.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the members of the Hispanic Caucus
and the Maryland delegation who co-
sponsored this bill with me. I would
also like to thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH), the chairman
of the subcommittee, for expediting
this bill’s consideration.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. REYES) to
speak on this important legislation.

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
bill offered by the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. BARTLETT) designating
the Alfred Rascon Post Office Building.
It is difficult to talk briefly about a
man who has done so much in the serv-
ice of his country, so I think I want to
begin by making just a few comments
about the man, Al Rascon.

Al represents all of those tenets that
the founders of this Nation set forth
for our country. He was born in Mex-
ico, grew up and attended high school
in California, and enlisted in the
United States Army. He completed
training as a medic and served in Viet-
nam. During his tour of duty, he was
seriously injured during an operation
with his reconnaissance platoon. Be-
cause of his injuries, he was discharged
from active duty and was placed in the
Army Reserves. As most of my col-
leagues know, because of his heroic ef-
forts earlier this year, he received this
Nation’s highest award, the Medal of
Honor.

However, Al Rascon is not a hero
only because of his actions on the bat-
tlefield 24 years ago. He is a hero be-
cause he has continuously given of

himself to his community and to his
country. In addition to his military
service, he has served honorably as a
government civil servant with the
Drug Enforcement Agency and the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service,
and currently serves as Inspector Gen-
eral of the Selective Service. Beyond
his government service, he has dedi-
cated himself to working with our
youth, to show them that there are op-
portunities in this country for those
who are willing to work and work hard.

Earlier this year, Al Rascon brought
that very message to high school stu-
dents in my district of El Paso, Texas;
and it was overwhelmingly well re-
ceived by our young people.

So today, I urge each of my col-
leagues to support passage of this im-
portant legislation. This is a small
tribute to a man who has given so
much for his country.

b 1145

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I reit-
erate that not only did this gentleman
serve and provide extraordinary relief
to a number of his colleagues during
his tour of duty in Vietnam, but his
continued service, both with the Drug
Enforcement Administration and with
the INS and now with the Selective
Service, shows a continuing commit-
ment to be a citizen of our country
that is committed to providing public
service.

I want to just say that of the 40-some
thousand Post Offices in our country,
very few are named in honor of anyone,
but this is a gentleman who not only
do we honor, but I think we honor our-
selves by naming this Post Office in
Maryland in his honor.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I wish to join with
my colleagues in honoring a very special
American, Alfred Rascon.

I want to thank my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. FATTAH, and the gentleman from
New York, Chairman MCHUGH, for bringing
this measure to the floor today.

I was honored to participate in the White
House ceremony earlier this year when Alfred
Rascon was presented with the Medal of
Honor. I can’t think of a more deserving per-
son to receive the Medal of Honor than Alfred
Rascon. Each and every American should be
deeply proud of this veteran, a true and au-
thentic American hero.

Alfred Rascon waited well over thirty years
to receive this highest of all distinctions.

Alfred Rascon’s bravery and courage on the
battlefields of Vietnam should have brought
this honor to him much sooner.

The ceremony at the White House was one
of the most emotional and moving events I
have ever witnessed in my entire life.

Bestowing this special distinction upon this
American hero was long overdue, and the
honor we bestow upon Alfred Rascon today is
both fitting and proper.

Earlier this year, following the White House
event honoring Alfred Rascon, I introduced
legislation that will bring honor and distinction
to America’s most highly decorated veterans.
As a veteran of the 101st and 82nd Airborne
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Divisions, I was surprised to learn that the
Medal of Honor, awarded to our veterans in
the Nation’s highest honor for their heroic ef-
forts, is made primarily of brass. Congress
awards its own gold medal to distinguished
Americans, and this medal costs as much as
$30,000, and is made of gold. My legislation,
H.R. 3584, would replace the brass in the
Congressional Medal of Honor we award to
America’s brave Americans with gold. The
Congressional Budget Office has indicated my
bill would cost only $2,300 per medal. I don’t
think that’s too high of a price to pay for our
most heroic Americans.

Many of the recipients of the Medal of
Honor already paid the ultimate price for our
Nation and for our freedoms and liberty.

We need to remember our veterans and
think about them every day. There are more
than 25 million veterans in the United States.
There are 2,700,000 veterans living in Cali-
fornia.

Today, I invite my colleagues who honor
and respect America’s veterans to join with
me in honoring Alfred Rascon by supporting
H.R. 4430, the measure to name the Alfred
Rascon Post Office, and by supporting my bill
for a more fitting Medal of Honor, H.R. 3584.

Once again, I wish to thank my colleagues
for this opportunity. This is an honorable rec-
ognition for a highly honorable and coura-
geous American, Alfred Rascon.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 4430, to rename the
United States Post Office in Fulton, Maryland,
as the ‘‘Alfred Rascon Post Office Building’’.
As a recent recipient of the Medal of Honor,
there is no one more deserving of this honor
than Alfred Rascon.

Alfred Rascon is an American hero who
holds a special place in the hearts of His-
panic-Americans. An immigrant from Mexico,
Rascon enlisted in the Army at age 17 be-
cause he wanted to serve his adopted home-
land.

Mr. Rascon, who served as a medic in Viet-
nam, braved machine gun fire and grenade
blasts to treat wounded soldiers. He twice
jumped on top of wounded soldiers to protect
them from grenades. In so doing, Rascon was
shot in the hip and wounded by shrapnel
when a grenade exploded in his face. Despite
his injuries, Rascon grabbed guns and ammu-
nition to give to U.S. soldiers so they could
continue holding off the attack. His patriotism
and courage are an inspiration for all Ameri-
cans.

Although Rascon was immediately rec-
ommended for the Medal of Honor, his paper-
work was never forwarded up the chain of
command. Instead, he received the Army’s
second most prestigious award, the Silver
Star. In 1993, his fellow soldiers learned that
he was never awarded the Medal of Honor
and petitioned the Army Decorations Board to
consider the case. Finally, in November of
1999, after more than 30 years of waiting, De-
fense Secretary Cohen approved Rascon for
the Medal of Honor. I was extremely proud to
be present at the White House ceremony in
February when Mr. Rascon was presented this
award.

Alfred Rascon now lives in Laurel, Maryland
with his wife and two children. Naming the
Post Office in this community after Mr. Rascon
is a fitting honor and will remind the residents
of Laurel of his extreme courage and patriot-
ism and will serve as an example for future
generations.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this fitting tribute to our nation’s
newest Hispanic Medal of Honor winner, Al-
fred Rascon. Naming a post office building is
reserved for those rare individuals who have
distinguished themselves not only in one
event, but through a career of service and ex-
cellence. Mr. Rascon is one such individual,
who waited 33 years to receive the nation’s
highest medal for bravery on the battlefield.
But during those years, he did not stop in his
effort to serve his colleagues and his country.
He currently serves as the Inspector General
for the Selective Service System.

On March 16, 1966, while his platoon was
under intense fire from a North Vietnamese
unit in South Vietnam, SP4 Rascon risked his
own life repeatedly to save the lives of wound-
ed comrades and to prevent his unit from
being overrun. While seriously wounded three
times, he managed to perform his duties as a
medic and save the lives of two of his fellow
soldiers. On two separate incidents, he used
his body as a shield to protect the wounded
from the full force of incoming enemy gre-
nades. Ignoring his own serious wounds from
the grenades, he also managed to protect with
his body another wounded soldier from incom-
ing machine gun fire and grenades and carry
that soldier, who was much larger than him-
self, to safety.

Mr. Rascon also risked his own life to help
save his unit. Witnesses testify that he re-
trieved an M-60 machine gun and its ammuni-
tion, under fire in an open enemy trail, that
was abandoned by an evacuated soldier. This
act alone helped save the lives of the platoon
members who were in danger of being over-
run by the enemy. In addition to this and de-
spite the fact that he was severely wounded,
SP4 Rascon continued to search out the
wounded and aid them. When the enemy was
routed, he then supervised the evacuation of
the wounded, refusing medical attention to
himself until he finally collapsed. His wounds
were so extensive that he had to be medically
discharged from the Army.

While his acts of bravery as an Army medic
in Vietnam have been recounted on several
occasions, it serves as a reminder of the les-
son we seek to instill in our children and all
our citizens in all facets of life: never leave
those who fall behind.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4430, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

The title was amended so as to read:

‘‘A bill to redesignate the facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 8926
Baltimore Street in Savage, Maryland, as
the ‘Alfred Rascon Post Office Building’.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

MATTHEW ‘‘MACK’’ ROBINSON
POST OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4157) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 600 Lincoln Avenue in Pasa-
dena, California, as the ‘‘Matthew
‘Mack’ Robinson Post Office Building’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4157

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. MATTHEW ‘MACK’ ROBINSON POST

OFFICE BUILDING.
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the

United States Postal Service located at 600
Lincoln Avenue in Pasadena, California,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Mat-
thew ‘Mack’ Robinson Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Matthew ‘Mack’ Rob-
inson Post Office Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, one of the true privi-

leges and frankly more enjoyable as-
pects of serving as the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Postal Service is the
opportunity that it provides I would
hope all of us, but certainly, speaking
on my own behalf, provides me to
learn.

I think I am rather typical in terms
of the average American who has heard
many times over in his or her life
about such great athletes as Jesse
Owens, and as one of the giants of base-
ball, we have heard of Jackie Robinson.
But I must confess, until very recently,
I was not as familiar with a second
Robinson, a gentleman by the name of
Matthew ‘‘Mack’’ Robinson.

We have heard, of course, about the
achievements of people such as those I
have just mentioned. When we talk
about Jackie Robinson, we talk about
history. When we talk about ‘‘Mack’’
Robinson, we talk a bit less about his-
tory but a great deal about what made
this country great, what made it spe-
cial. That is simply through the con-
tributions of people like ‘‘Mack’’ Rob-
inson.

I would say that when it comes to
achievements of athleticism, ‘‘Mack’’
has to take a back seat to very few
people. He was a participant, along
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with his younger brother, Jackie Rob-
inson, and others with the 1936 Olympic
team in that infamous event in Berlin.
But beyond that, after returning home,
he has achieved what I think is a very,
very remarkable record of service to
his community through his volunteer
help and, perhaps even more impor-
tantly, through his character and
through his leadership in leading the
community of Pasadena from segrega-
tion to unification.

As I have had the opportunity, as I
mentioned, to learn about ‘‘Mack’’
Robinson, I have learned how he served
his community, how he cared about his
neighbors. He became involved not for
power or glory, certainly not for
money, but because he cared about oth-
ers and wanted to make today better
than yesterday and hopefully tomor-
row better than today. That is the kind
of life I believe we can all learn a great
deal from. That is the kind of inspira-
tion we can all draw a great deal from.

The city of Pasadena just recently
honored both ‘‘Mack’’ and Jackie Rob-
inson by constructing a monument to
them near City Hall. I think we owe
our thanks to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROGAN) for bringing us
Mack’s name as a fitting follow-on to
that celebration and that honor in
Pasadena by seeking to name the Mat-
thew ‘‘Mack’’ Robinson Post Office
Building.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROGAN) I would say worked very hard
to achieve what we have always strived
for here, and that is bipartisanship in
reaching out to his fellow delegates
within the California delegation. We
have tried to work with him to bring
us to this floor today in a position to
enact a piece of legislation that is a
fitting tribute to a very, very fitting
individual.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in relationship to
H.R. 4157, a piece of legislation to
honor Matthew Robinson with the
naming of a Post Office in Pasadena,
California.

I would like to first of all indicate
that unlike all of the other bills that
we have brought before this House dur-
ing my time as the ranking member on
the Subcommittee on Postal Service,
this bill apparently as of yet does not
have all of the cosponsorships that we
would require.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FATTAH. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding to me.

I think it is important for it to be
pointed out, Mr. Speaker, that we have
passed in this year alone 53 of these
bills. During the time the gentleman
and I have served together, we are in
the several hundreds, if not more, and
it is a hard record to keep track of.

But we have indeed passed, both
through the committee and through

this House, pieces of legislation nam-
ing Post Offices that have not carried
full State delegation sponsorship.

It is the policy of the committee to
request that. In fact, that is a policy
that I asked for when 6 years ago I be-
came chairman, and I went to then full
committee chairman Bill Clinger and
suggested we were in need of a way by
which we could have a second check, if
you will, on the fitness of each of the
candidates.

Along with Cardiss Collins, who was
then the ranking member on the full
committee, and Barbara Rose Collins,
the ranking member on the sub-
committee, we agreed that that would
be not a rule but a policy.

When it has happened, as it has hap-
pened in the past, where Members have
made a legitimate effort to secure full
State delegation sponsorship and have
been unable to, we have gone to those
who have withheld their cosponsorship
and tried to ascertain if it was related
directly to the merits of the nominee,
and where it was not, without that full
State delegation sponsorship, we have
passed the bills in any event. This was
a process to check on the fitness of the
nominees.

In fact, after the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROGAN) came to us and
in this case showed us documentation
where he had reached out through his
staff to each member of the California
delegation on five separate occasions, I
then wrote to each member of the Cali-
fornia delegation who had not yet co-
sponsored his bill and asked if it was in
relationship to the fitness of the nomi-
nee, because if it was, that is an impor-
tant thing for us to know.

We have not heard back from all of
them, but those we have heard from
have all said that, no, it has nothing to
do with the fitness of the nominee.
That is frankly the only thing I am
concerned about.

Mr. FATTAH. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Speaker, let me thank the gen-
tleman from New York for illu-
minating the RECORD. Let me continue
with my statement.

I think that this House should not be
mired down in a foolish consistency on
these types of policies, especially when
it relates to a gentleman like Matthew
Robinson, who has been an extraor-
dinary citizen of our country and who
has faced many obstructions.

Not only was he an Olympic athlete,
and it is true that we could recount all
of the facets of his life, but one I want
to point to in speaking in relationship
to H.R. 4157 is that it is true that the
city of Pasadena just honored both
Matthew and his brother, Jackie Rob-
inson, but it is also true that when he
returned to that city to work there in
the city, he was fired at a time when
all African-American employees were
fired by the city of Pasadena as part of
litigation related to desegregation and
other matters taking place in Cali-
fornia at that time.

I do not think that this House would
serve itself well to delay this legisla-

tion as a result of the inability of the
sponsor to get all of the i’s dotted and
t’s crossed. I think what is most impor-
tant is that this is someone who de-
serves this honor, and that we should
move with haste to honor him in this
respect.

I rise therefore in support of this leg-
islation, and would hope that before it
becomes a finality through this proc-
ess, that there will be a time in which
the entire delegation will have the op-
portunity to be cosponsors.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate, as always,
the bipartisan support and contribu-
tions of the ranking member. I men-
tioned 53 Post Office naming bills we
have acted on, through these four be-
fore us this week. That is 53. Twenty-
three of those were sponsored by Re-
publicans and 30 were sponsored by the
minority and Democrats, so that bipar-
tisanship has I think been very clearly
demonstrated. I think it is an impor-
tant part of our work and it certainly
should continue.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROGAN), who, as I said, has brought us
this very distinguished nominee here
today, and who has put a lot of work
into reaching this point on the floor,
for which I commend him on both
counts.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, first I
thank my good friend, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH), the dis-
tinguished subcommittee chairman,
not only for his incredible help on this
bill, but for the leadership he has
shown. I know I speak for the Robinson
family in thanking the gentleman for
helping us to make this day a reality.

I also thank the distinguished rank-
ing member, my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) for his support of this bill, I
know I speak for the Robinson family
in thanking the gentleman for helping
to bring a broad bipartisan flavor to
this day.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join my
colleagues from across the United
States to recognize a great Pasadena
resident and public figure, Mack Rob-
inson. Today we salute Mack on what
would have been his 86th birthday, and
we join together to pass legislation in
his honor to name the historic Post Of-
fice in Pasadena after him.

What made Mack worthy of this rec-
ognition is not just one feat. It is not
just his medal-winning performance in
the 1936 Olympics or his accomplish-
ments as a student athlete or his pub-
lic service in the community.

b 1200
What made Mack worthy of this

great honor is the combination of all of
these qualities, which, until the time
of his passing earlier this year, were
unknown to many outside of his home-
town of Pasadena.
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Mack’s story is so inspiring. From

humble beginnings, Mack became a re-
spected community leader who influ-
enced young people’s lives.

Mack’s reputation as a local track
star piqued the interest of Olympic or-
ganizers. Over 60 years ago, Mack,
along with another Olympic great,
Jesse Owens, traveled to Berlin to com-
pete in the 1936 games. In competition,
it was reported that Mack’s skill and
technical ability on the track was so
pure that he thought nothing of wear-
ing the same track shoes that he wore
in competition in Pasadena to compete
in the Olympic village against the
world’s best and to win.

Mack earned his silver medal in that
competition, with Jesse Owens winning
the gold medal. Both of these great
American Olympians portrayed a pow-
erful image of freedom in the midst of
a hostile and fascist Nazi Germany.
Mack returned home to begin working
in Pasadena as a city employee, and he
also cared for his mother and for his
family.

Mack eventually lost his job with the
City, Mr. Speaker. As the New York
Times later reported, Pasadena’s Afri-
can-American city employees were
summarily fired in a desegregation
battle when a judge opened the public
pools and other facilities to all city
residents.

Showing the same determination
that carried him to triumph on the
track, Mack never flagged. He chan-
neled his energy and commitment back
to his own neighborhood and to others
throughout the city. He became a well-
respected and widely known commu-
nity figure, as well as an internation-
ally recognized athlete. Mack volun-
teered countless thousands upon thou-
sands of hours in gymnasiums, boys
and girls clubs and after-school pro-
grams throughout the area.

Mack’s work product today is proud-
ly on display in thousands of homes
and businesses. It is found in the in-
spired generations of youngsters that
Mack touched and helped to get in-
volved in school, sports and their com-
munity. His efforts fostered their suc-
cess.

Fifty years after Mack competed in
the Berlin Olympics, Mr. Speaker, I
had the privilege of meeting him and
his wife in their home one day. It was
about 15 years ago.

I was a young deputy district attor-
ney working in the Pasadena court-
house, and Mack was helping me on a
community issue. I went to visit him
in his home along with four or five po-
lice officers and a couple of deputy dis-
trict attorneys. He and his family were
very gracious to us. They spent a lot of
time with us.

When it was time to go, I asked Mack
if he had any pictures of himself be-
cause I wanted him to autograph one.
Well, I was teased mercilessly by the
police officers and senior district attor-
neys with me for asking for an auto-
graph. I was told that was a childish
request.

When Mack’s lovely wife, Del, said ‘‘I
think we have some pictures left over
from the Olympics,’’ every one of those
police officers and senior prosecutors
almost knocked me over to get in line
at the kitchen table to get their signed
picture from Mack first!

I still have that picture, Mr. Speaker,
and I will cherish that photograph
Mack gave me 15 years ago as I know
one day my children and grandchildren
will cherish it.

Not long ago, the City of Pasadena
saluted the contributions of Mack and
his brother Jackie. The City erected a
monument in City Hall in tribute to
these two great figures that hailed
from the City of Roses. That was a fit-
ting tribute to the Robinson family.

Today, the United States House of
Representatives will honor the con-
tributions of Mack Robinson, both to
Pasadena and to his country, by nam-
ing a very public building after a man
whose life was spent serving the public.
It is a small way for us to thank one of
Pasadena’s great sons.

Mr. Speaker, once again, I thank the
distinguished gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) for yielding to me,
and I thank the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. FATTAH), the ranking
member, for his support.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me in conclusion
just say that, as is the case too often,
there is an irony in the life of the gen-
tleman who we honor. Matthew Mack
Robinson, who represented this coun-
try in Hitler’s Berlin at the Olympics
as an African American, came home to
this country and his home city, work-
ing as a City employee, was fired sum-
marily with every other African Amer-
ican who worked for the City at that
time. Things have changed, because
time and effort and circumstances have
helped bring a more enlightened lead-
ership to our Nation. In many ways,
the same doors that opened for his
brother Jackie Robinson in some re-
spects opened for Matthew Robinson.

But the City of Pasadena has seen fit
to honor him with a statute along with
his brother, and, in some ways, that
perhaps makes some amends for the
travesty of justice that he was sub-
jected to. But, nonetheless, his life,
moving from Georgia to California,
starting out in a technical high school,
on to a junior college, and after the
Olympics, to the University of Oregon,
his work as a community leader and as
a public-spirited citizen, it is fitting
that this Congress honor him through
this legislation.

I ask that all of my colleagues sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly want to as-
sociate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), the ranking member.

We have, as I tried to indicate in my
remarks on this proposal and by the

gentleman from California (Mr.
ROGAN), an amazing story that in so
many ways was a quiet story and yet in
equal ways is one that screams to us
about what was wrong in terms of this
country’s direction and what one per-
son can do through dedication and
through caring to make it better.

I think that all of us can stand here
and support this very, very worthy
nominee and this very, very worthy
proposal.

I am honored to join with the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROGAN), and others in urg-
ing its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4157.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ALAN B. SHEPARD, JR. POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4517) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 24 Tsienneto Road in Derry,
New Hampshire, as the ‘‘Alan B.
Shepard, Jr. Post Office Building.’’

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4517

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. ALAN B. SHEPARD, JR. POST OFFICE

BUILDING.
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the

United States Postal Service located at 24
Tsienneto Road in Derry, New Hampshire,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Alan
B. Shepard, Jr. Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Alan B. Shepard, Jr.
Post Office Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4517.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned on the

previous piece of legislation, one of the
more likable aspects and certainly fa-
vorable aspects of serving as the chair
of this Subcommittee on Postal Serv-
ice is it provides the opportunity to
learn new things about very special
people.

Certainly in the previous bill, the one
we just dealt with, Mack Robinson was
a very, very special person who did
some incredible and some very coura-
geous things, but in many ways did
them with a quiet determination.

We have before us now, Mr. Speaker,
a bill that seeks to honor a gentleman
who also is very special and who also
showed great courage, great determina-
tion, but perhaps showed it through a
somewhat different venue, through a
somewhat more public perspective.

I think certainly in my generation
and those before us and those shortly
after, the name Alan B. Shepard, Jr. is
far from unknown. Most of us grew up
in an era in the late 1950s and 1960s
when space travel, space exploration
was in its infancy, when we knew far
less than we do now, when each step
was a first, each step was surrounded
by the unknown, by the possible calam-
ities that those kinds of factors and
unknown circumstances could surely
bring.

There were some very, very coura-
geous people at that time, such as Alan
B. Shepard, Jr. who stepped forward,
who used their training as pilots, who
used their knowledge and their skills
accrued by both through the service
and through their academic studies to
take us into outer space.

As one of the Mercury astronauts in
1959, of course Alan Shepard enjoys and
has earned the reputation of being
America’s first to journey into space.
Everything about this man before that
time and since speaks grace and ele-
gance, determination, and courage.

We certainly owe our thanks to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
SUNUNU), the primary sponsor of this
bill, for bringing us this legislation, for
providing us an opportunity to recog-
nize and pay tribute to such a great
American.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to concur
in the comments of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH), chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Postal
Service, and I rise in support of H.R.
4517.

This is another example of someone
who has had a distinguished career and
obviously someone who really helped
open the door to space travel, being the
first American in 1959, which is a long
time ago, but when he started out, and
then later on in 1963 and throughout
his career with NASA, has dem-
onstrated a type of courage and deter-
mination for the exploration of space. I
think this is appropriate, and I want to
thank the gentleman from New Hamp-

shire (Mr. SUNUNU), the prime sponsor
of this legislation, for bringing this for-
ward.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU) with our ap-
preciation. We are privileged to have
the gentleman from New Hampshire
here who brought us this particular
piece of legislation and, of course, in
that context brought us the name of
Alan B. Shepard, Jr.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure today to rise in support of this
legislation honoring Alan Shepard, a
true American hero and America’s first
man in space. Alan Shepard was born
and raised in Derry, New Hampshire,
and he is certainly best known for his
historic flight on Freedom 7. But that
was only one of a long line of historic
achievements for this great American.

He was a Navy veteran. He was a test
pilot. He was a pioneer in America’s
early space program. He was chief of
NASA’s Astronaut Office. He was the
space craft commander on Apollo 14.
He was one of the very few select indi-
viduals who have walked on the moon.
In fact, his time set a record for the
longest lunar visit, over 33 hours.

His achievements were recognized by
NASA, by organizations across the
country and across the world. He was
awarded the Congressional Medal of
Honor.

Today, it a great source of personal
pride to rise in support of the people of
Derry, New Hampshire who seek to rec-
ognize this great individual whose serv-
ice and dedication has brought pride,
not just to New Hampshire, but to our
entire Nation.

I ask my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Hampshire (Mr. BASS), the remaining
Member of the New Hampshire delega-
tion, a fine gentleman who I am cer-
tain consulted and worked with the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
SUNUNU) on this piece of legislation
and who is a cosponsor of it.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New York for yielding
me this time. The entire New Hamp-
shire delegation shall be heard from
today on this issue.

I want to praise the gentleman from
the First Congressional District of New
Hampshire for introducing this bill
which dedicates this Post Office in
Derry.

Let me reminisce for a second, if I
could, about Alan Shepard who was
true, truly a hero. I remember back in
the early 1960s when my dad was in
Congress representing the second dis-
trict and a member of the Space Com-
mittee, now, what the Committee on
Science calls the Subcommittee on

Space and Aeronautics, whatever its
newest name is, probably the issue of
sending a man to the moon was clearly
one of our major national goals.

Alan Shepard who was the first
American to go into space, although he
did not orbit the earth, he went up and
came down, about an 18-minute flight,
was a true American hero. There had
not been one in reality since Charles
Lindbergh flew across the Atlantic
Ocean in 1927.

So Alan Shepard, for this young
school child, I was in the third grade at
the time, was an enormous event for us
and for everybody in New Hampshire.
Alan Shepard, everybody who is in my
generation will remember the movie
that every school child saw of Alan
Shepard. What he did as the first astro-
naut in space was truly heroic. Nobody
knew whether a human being could
really survive in this tiny little space
capsule.

b 1215

And Alan Shepard did it, and he went
on to have a long and distinguished ca-
reer in NASA.

As a true New Hampshire native, I
think it is fitting that this post office
facility be dedicated to him in his
original hometown.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me just echo the comments of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania and,
of course, the gentlemen from New
Hampshire (Mr. SUNUNU) and the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS) for the tribute that they paid to
a very, very special individual, as our
last speaker suggested, I think very
correctly, a true American hero, Alan
B. Shepard, Jr.

I would just make a final urging to
all our Members to join us in sup-
porting this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4517.

The question was taken.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

JOSEPH F. SMITH POST OFFICE
BUILDING

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4554) to redesignate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1602 Frankford Avenue in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, as the
‘‘Joseph F. Smith Post Office Build-
ing.’’

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:23 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18JY7.044 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6388 July 18, 2000
The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4554
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. REDESIGNATION.

The facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 1602 Frankford Avenue in
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, and known as
the Kensington Station, shall be known and
designated as the ‘‘Joseph F. Smith Post Of-
fice Building’’.
SEC. 2. REFERENCES.

Any reference in a law, map, regulation,
document, paper, or other record of the
United States to the facility referred to in
section 1 shall be deemed to be a reference to
the ‘‘Joseph F. Smith Post Office Building’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 4554.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. McHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I would never be so bold

as to suggest that we save the best for
last, but let me instead suggest that
for all of the very special individuals
that we have the opportunity both here
today and traditionally on this floor
through the process of postal namings
it is somewhat special, I think for most
of us, to have the opportunity to pay
such a tribute to a former colleague, to
someone who had the honor, as we all
do, to serve in this, the people’s House.
And this final legislation, brought to
us by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BORSKI), is indeed such an
opportunity.

Joseph F. Smith was in fact a Mem-
ber of this body, elected to the 97th
Congress to represent his home district
in Pennsylvania. But for anyone hav-
ing the opportunity, as I have had, who
takes the time to look over this gentle-
man’s distinguished life story, we find
that his service and his efforts and con-
tribution extended far beyond the walls
of this particular House.

In fact, he began as a sergeant in the
United States Army, serving not only
in World War II but receiving a Purple
Heart for the wound he received in that
action. He served as a congressional
staffer, later serving in the Pennsyl-
vania State Senate before coming to
Congress; and after having left Con-
gress, he continued to serve in politics
and government through various party
positions.

This is a man who, I think, has
shown in his lifetime that he cares as
well about his communities, who al-
ways strived to serve them, whether
through the Armed Services and de-

fending our Nation’s pride and freedom,
or through elective office and serving
those people who were selecting him
time and again to be their representa-
tive.

So just a final word of thanks to the
sponsor, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BORSKI), for bringing us this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First, Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 4554, a bill to designate a post
office in Philadelphia after Joseph F.
Smith, a former Member of this body.

If I can take some liberties, before I
speak on the bill, Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank a departing staff member of
mine, Neil Snyder, who is here on the
floor, who has served as my legislative
director since I came to the Congress.
He is moving on to a brighter future,
and I want to wish him and his wife all
the best. He is someone who was from
my district back home, but has had a
great deal of impact on the legislative
successes we have had here in the
House, and I would hope that my col-
leagues would join with me in wishing
him well.

This legislation to honor Joe Smith,
who served both in the Pennsylvania
State Senate, where I served, and here
in the Congress, is someone who, as has
been mentioned by the gentleman from
New York, has been much more than a
lawmaker. He also served in the United
States Armed Forces, fought in World
War II and received the Purple Heart.
He could have probably received a few
other Purple Hearts for the rough and
tumble of Philadelphia politics that he
had to endure through his many years
and decades of service in Philadelphia
as a ward leader and other various po-
sitions.

There is no one better qualified, more
uniquely situated to speak on the life
and legacy of Mr. Smith, or Chairman
Smith, than my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Philadelphia (Mr. BRADY),
who is not only the Member of Con-
gress representing the first district but
also serves now as the chairman of the
same Democratic party that Joe Smith
served as chairman of.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. BRADY) to speak on
this legislation.

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to support bill
4554. My friend, Joe Smith, served in
Congress, earned the Purple Heart in
World War II, was a fellow ward leader
for 30 years, and was the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations in
the Senate in the State of Pennsyl-
vania. But closer to my heart, he was
my predecessor in the city of Philadel-
phia as the chairman of the Demo-
cratic party in the city, and nobody
knows better than I do what a tough
position that can be at times.

He was a people person. He loved the
people that he served in his neighbor-
hood. Mr. Speaker, that is why this dis-
tinguished honor is so fitting. In nam-
ing this post office after him, his mem-
ory will remain in that community for-
ever. To his lovely wife, Jean, to his
daughter, Gigi, we want them to know
that we are as proud of him as they
have been throughout his distinguished
career.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BORSKI), for in-
troducing this measure, and my friend
and partner, the gentleman from Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH),
for bringing this bill to the floor; and I
want to also thank the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH), for his hard
work in honoring my friend, Joe
Smith.

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume by
saying that the senior Congressman
and chair of the Philadelphia delega-
tion here in the Congress, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. BOR-
SKI), is the prime sponsor of this legis-
lation and is someone who served with
Joe Smith when he was here in the
Congress. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania could not be with us here on
the floor at this moment, Mr. Speaker,
but he will be entering a statement
into the RECORD.

Let me finally thank the gentleman
from New York, the chairman of the
subcommittee. It is as always a pleas-
ure to work with the gentleman as we
move this type of legislation through
the House. And I congratulate him on
yesterday’s passage of the semipostal
bill, which is an important piece of leg-
islation having to do with postal serv-
ices here in our country and the benefit
for charitable causes.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume;
and first, I want to return the com-
pliment from the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, the ranking member. We
did, indeed, do some good work here
yesterday. That was, as I attempted to
indicate yesterday in the course of the
discussion on the bill, in no small
measure due to the contributions, the
input, and the very constructive sug-
gestions that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania and his staff made to
that bill, and I think we can all take a
great deal of pride in it.

Let me echo as well his appreciation
by expressing my thanks to him for his
continued cooperation. I mentioned
earlier the bipartisan structure of the
subcommittee, the record of achieve-
ment, and the bipartisan way that we
have accrued; and I think, again, we
should all take a great deal of pride in
that. It is probably not as common on
this floor as some of us would hope it
would be.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, let me thank
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
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BRADY) for his very gracious and kind
comments and also thank all the Mem-
bers of the Pennsylvania delegation,
including, of course, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. BORSKI), for
bringing this nominee to our attention.
And I would, finally, urge support from
all our colleagues for this legislation.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 4554, a bill that I introduced
which would rename a United States Post Of-
fice in Philadelphia, PA to honor the late U.S.
Congressman, Joseph F. Smith. I would like to
thank Chairman MCHUGH for his efforts on be-
half of this bill. I would also like to extend my
deep appreciation to my fellow colleagues of
the Philadelphia Delegation. Ranking Member
FATTAH put in remarkable work at expediting
this bill through Committee. Congressman BOB
BRADY, the successor to Joe Smith as the
Democratic Chairman of the City of Philadel-
phia, was an advocate of this bill from day
one. Finally, I would like to thank the entire
Pennsylvania Congressional Delegation for
joining together in a bipartisan matter in strong
support of this important legislation.

Joe Smith started his career of service to
this Nation as a sergeant in the United States
Army, receiving a Purple Heart for his actions
during World War II. Joe began his career in
politics as a Democratic Committeeman. He
was a Ward Chairman, working directly under
James Byrne, the Ward Leader who went on
to become a U.S. Congressman, who Joe
would eventually work for as an Administrative
Assistant from 1965–1970. From 1970–1981,
he served in the Pennsylvania State Senate.
As you are aware, Joe was elected to the
Ninety-seventh Congress in 1981 and served
until 1983. He worked at the forefront of the
Democratic Party as the Democratic City
Chairman in Philadelphia from 1983–1986.
this was an enormous accomplishment, be-
cause he achieved the difficult task of earning
the trust and respect of the city’s Ward Lead-
ers who voted to elect him their Chairman.
Joe also served as the 31st Ward Leader for
more than 3 decades. He remained devoted to
the people of his community until May of
1999, when he passed away.

Joe Smith served for over 60 years in poli-
tics. Through his old-fashioned values of work-
ing hard and starting from the grassroots, Joe
climbed from Committeeman to U.S. Con-
gressman. Regardless of the position he was
serving, Joe Smith remained noble enough of
a man to continuously work hard towards his
goal of helping the people of his country and
his community. He once told me that he con-
sidered himself a ‘‘dinosaur’’ because he still
believed in the pure art of politics—going door
to door in your community not only to get the
vote, but also to learn about the people and
families that you plan to serve. On another oc-
casion, Joe answered a question given by
group of labor leaders with a memorable
quote. ‘‘I was Joe Smith yesterday, I’m Joe
Smith today, and I’ll be Joe Smith tomorrow.’’
They understood what he meant—that they
could always count on this unpretentious man
who believed enough in the hard-working peo-
ple and values of the 1st Congressional Dis-
trict, to adamantly work for their well being. I
can only hope that more of today’s leaders will
abide by Joe’s principle that ‘‘politics’’ is never
a dirty word.

Throughout his career, the people of Phila-
delphia looked to him for leadership, and he

immersed himself in understanding their
needs. Joe understood that public service is
most effective when one understands and
closely reflects the convictions and beliefs of
one’s constituents. No matter what body he
was serving in, his heart was always with the
people who resided in the communities of
Kensington, Port Richmond, and Fishtown.
After his retirement, Joe could still be found
sharing wisdom and insight from his front
steps to those who sought advice and kinship.

When I think of Joe Smith I also think of the
dedicated women in his life. He was a com-
mitted husband to the love of his life, his wife,
Jean, and a devoted father to his daughter,
Gigi. Joe was certainly proud of Gigi who is
following in his footsteps as a Democratic
Committeeperson. His daughter has also
sought elected office and I am sure that she
has a bright political future ahead of her.
Along with his wife and daughter, I am cer-
tainly reminded of the three ‘‘Peg’s’’ in his
life—Peg Butkowski, the late Peg McCook,
and Peg Rzepski. Whenever you called his of-
fice, you were sure to be assisted by the ever-
helpful Peg Butkowski and Peg McCook.
These women fought the fight in reconnecting
the community with their government. Peg
Rzepski served as his loyal lieutenant as the
Ward Chairman for years. As his successor of
the 31st Ward, she has shared in his belief
that politics is never a dirty word and should
be seen as a noble cause.

Joe Smith was an outstanding legislator, a
great human being, and a distinguished Amer-
ican. I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this bill to honor his legacy in the com-
munity that he so diligently served throughout
his life, by naming the Kensington Station Post
Office after Joe Smith.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4554.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION ACT OF
2000

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2909) to provide for implementa-
tion by the United States of the Hague
Convention on Protection of Children
and Co-operation in Respect of Inter-
country Adoption, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2909

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Intercountry Adoption Act of 2000’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes.
Sec. 3. Definitions.

TITLE I—UNITED STATES CENTRAL
AUTHORITY

Sec. 101. Designation of central authority.
Sec. 102. Responsibilities of the Secretary of

State.
Sec. 103. Responsibilities of the Attorney

General.
Sec. 104. Annual report on intercountry

adoptions.
TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO

ACCREDITATION AND APPROVAL
Sec. 201. Accreditation or approval required

in order to provide adoption
services in cases subject to the
Convention.

Sec. 202. Process for accreditation and ap-
proval; role of accrediting enti-
ties.

Sec. 203. Standards and procedures for pro-
viding accreditation or ap-
proval.

Sec. 204. Secretarial oversight of accredita-
tion and approval.

Sec. 205. State plan requirement.
TITLE III—RECOGNITION OF CONVEN-

TION ADOPTIONS IN THE UNITED
STATES

Sec. 301. Adoptions of children immigrating
to the United States.

Sec. 302. Immigration and Nationality Act
amendments relating to chil-
dren adopted from Convention
countries.

Sec. 303. Adoptions of children emigrating
from the United States.

TITLE IV—ADMINISTRATION AND
ENFORCEMENT

Sec. 401. Access to Convention records.
Sec. 402. Documents of other Convention

countries.
Sec. 403. Authorization of appropriations;

collection of fees.
Sec. 404. Enforcement.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 501. Recognition of Convention adop-

tions.
Sec. 502. Special rules for certain cases.
Sec. 503. Relationship to other laws.
Sec. 504. No private right of action.
Sec. 505. Effective dates; transition rule.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress recognizes—
(1) the international character of the Con-

vention on Protection of Children and Co-op-
eration in Respect of Intercountry Adoption
(done at The Hague on May 29, 1993), and

(2) the need for uniform interpretation and
implementation of the Convention in the
United States and abroad,
and therefore finds that enactment of a Fed-
eral law governing adoptions and prospective
adoptions subject to the Convention involv-
ing United States residents is essential.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act
are—

(1) to provide for implementation by the
United States of the Convention;

(2) to protect the rights of, and prevent
abuses against, children, birth families, and
adoptive parents involved in adoptions (or
prospective adoptions) subject to the Con-
vention, and to ensure that such adoptions
are in the children’s best interests; and

(3) to improve the ability of the Federal
Government to assist United States citizens
seeking to adopt children from abroad and
residents of other countries party to the
Convention seeking to adopt children from
the United States.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:
(1) ACCREDITED AGENCY.—The term ‘‘ac-

credited agency’’ means an agency accred-
ited under title II to provide adoption serv-
ices in the United States in cases subject to
the Convention.
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(2) ACCREDITING ENTITY.—The term ‘‘ac-

crediting entity’’ means an entity designated
under section 202(a) to accredit agencies and
approve persons under title II.

(3) ADOPTION SERVICE.—The term ‘‘adoption
service’’ means—

(A) identifying a child for adoption and ar-
ranging an adoption;

(B) securing necessary consent to termi-
nation of parental rights and to adoption;

(C) performing a background study on a
child or a home study on a prospective adop-
tive parent, and reporting on such a study;

(D) making determinations of the best in-
terests of a child and the appropriateness of
adoptive placement for the child;

(E) post-placement monitoring of a case
until final adoption; and

(F) where made necessary by disruption be-
fore final adoption, assuming custody and
providing child care or any other social serv-
ice pending an alternative placement.
The term ‘‘providing’’, with respect to an
adoption service, includes facilitating the
provision of the service.

(4) AGENCY.—The term ‘‘agency’’ means
any person other than an individual.

(5) APPROVED PERSON.—The term ‘‘ap-
proved person’’ means a person approved
under title II to provide adoption services in
the United States in cases subject to the
Convention.

(6) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Except as used in
section 404, the term ‘‘Attorney General’’
means the Attorney General, acting through
the Commissioner of Immigration and Natu-
ralization.

(7) CENTRAL AUTHORITY.—The term ‘‘cen-
tral authority’’ means the entity designated
as such by any Convention country under Ar-
ticle 6(1) of the Convention.

(8) CENTRAL AUTHORITY FUNCTION.—The
term ‘‘central authority function’’ means
any duty required to be carried out by a cen-
tral authority under the Convention.

(9) CONVENTION.—The term ‘‘Convention’’
means the Convention on Protection of Chil-
dren and Co-operation in Respect of Inter-
country Adoption, done at The Hague on
May 29, 1993.

(10) CONVENTION ADOPTION.—The term
‘‘Convention adoption’’ means an adoption of
a child resident in a foreign country party to
the Convention by a United States citizen, or
an adoption of a child resident in the United
States by an individual residing in another
Convention country.

(11) CONVENTION RECORD.—The term ‘‘Con-
vention record’’ means any item, collection,
or grouping of information contained in an
electronic or physical document, an elec-
tronic collection of data, a photograph, an
audio or video tape, or any other informa-
tion storage medium of any type whatever
that contains information about a specific
past, current, or prospective Convention
adoption (regardless of whether the adoption
was made final) that has been preserved in
accordance with section 401(a) by the Sec-
retary of State or the Attorney General.

(12) CONVENTION COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘Con-
vention country’’ means a country party to
the Convention.

(13) OTHER CONVENTION COUNTRY.—The term
‘‘other Convention country’’ means a Con-
vention country other than the United
States.

(14) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ shall
have the meaning provided in section 1 of
title 1, United States Code, and shall not in-
clude any agency of government or tribal
government entity.

(15) PERSON WITH AN OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL
INTEREST.—The term ‘‘person with an owner-
ship or control interest’’ has the meaning
given such term in section 1124(a)(3) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–3).

(16) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of State.

(17) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means the
50 States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
Guam, and the Virgin Islands.

TITLE I—UNITED STATES CENTRAL
AUTHORITY

SEC. 101. DESIGNATION OF CENTRAL AUTHOR-
ITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the Con-
vention and this Act—

(1) the Department of State shall serve as
the central authority of the United States;
and

(2) the Secretary shall serve as the head of
the central authority of the United States.

(b) PERFORMANCE OF CENTRAL AUTHORITY
FUNCTIONS.—

(1) Except as otherwise provided in this
Act, the Secretary shall be responsible for
the performance of all central authority
functions for the United States under the
Convention and this Act.

(2) All personnel of the Department of
State performing core central authority
functions in a professional capacity in the
Office of Children’s Issues shall have a strong
background in consular affairs, personal ex-
perience in international adoptions, or pro-
fessional experience in international adop-
tions or child services.

(c) AUTHORITY TO ISSUE REGULATIONS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided in this Act, the
Secretary may prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary to carry out central au-
thority functions on behalf of the United
States.
SEC. 102. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE SECRETARY

OF STATE.
(a) LIAISON RESPONSIBILITIES.—The Sec-

retary shall have responsibility for—
(1) liaison with the central authorities of

other Convention countries; and
(2) the coordination of activities under the

Convention by persons subject to the juris-
diction of the United States.

(b) INFORMATION EXCHANGE.—The Sec-
retary shall be responsible for—

(1) providing the central authorities of
other Convention countries with information
concerning—

(A) accredited agencies and approved per-
sons, agencies and persons whose accredita-
tion or approval has been suspended or can-
celed, and agencies and persons who have
been temporarily or permanently debarred
from accreditation or approval;

(B) Federal and State laws relevant to im-
plementing the Convention; and

(C) any other matters necessary and appro-
priate for implementation of the Convention;

(2) not later than the date of the entry into
force of the Convention for the United States
(pursuant to Article 46(2)(a) of the Conven-
tion) and at least once during each subse-
quent calendar year, providing to the central
authority of all other Convention countries a
notice requesting the central authority of
each such country to specify any require-
ments of such country regarding adoption,
including restrictions on the eligibility of
persons to adopt, with respect to which in-
formation on the prospective adoptive parent
or parents in the United States would be rel-
evant;

(3) making responses to notices under para-
graph (2) available to—

(A) accredited agencies and approved per-
sons; and

(B) other persons or entities performing
home studies under section 201(b)(1);

(4) ensuring the provision of a background
report (home study) on the prospective adop-
tive parent or parents (pursuant to the re-
quirements of section 203(b)(1)(A)(ii)),

through the central authority of each child’s
country of origin, to the court having juris-
diction over the adoption (or in the case of a
child emigrating to the United States for the
purpose of adoption to the competent au-
thority in the child’s country of origin with
responsibility for approving the child’s emi-
gration) in adequate time to be considered
prior to the granting of such adoption or ap-
proval;

(5) providing Federal agencies, State
courts, and accredited agencies and approved
persons with an identification of Convention
countries and persons authorized to perform
functions under the Convention in each such
country; and

(6) facilitating the transmittal of other ap-
propriate information to, and among, central
authorities, Federal and State agencies (in-
cluding State courts), and accredited agen-
cies and approved persons.

(c) ACCREDITATION AND APPROVAL RESPON-
SIBILITIES.—The Secretary shall carry out
the functions prescribed by the Convention
with respect to the accreditation of agencies
and the approval of persons to provide adop-
tion services in the United States in cases
subject to the Convention as provided in
title II. Such functions may not be delegated
to any other Federal agency.

(d) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES.—The
Secretary—

(1) shall monitor individual Convention
adoption cases involving United States citi-
zens; and

(2) may facilitate interactions between
such citizens and officials of other Conven-
tion countries on matters relating to the
Convention in any case in which an accred-
ited agency or approved person is unwilling
or unable to provide such facilitation.

(e) ESTABLISHMENT OF REGISTRY.—The Sec-
retary and the Attorney General shall joint-
ly establish a case registry of all adoptions
involving immigration of children into the
United States and emigration of children
from the United States, regardless of wheth-
er the adoption occurs under the Convention.
Such registry shall permit tracking of pend-
ing cases and retrieval of information on
both pending and closed cases.

(f) METHODS OF PERFORMING RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.—The Secretary may—

(1) authorize public or private entities to
perform appropriate central authority func-
tions for which the Secretary is responsible,
pursuant to regulations or under agreements
published in the Federal Register; and

(2) carry out central authority functions
through grants to, or contracts with, any in-
dividual or public or private entity, except
as may be otherwise specifically provided in
this Act.
SEC. 103. RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE ATTORNEY

GENERAL.
In addition to such other responsibilities

as are specifically conferred upon the Attor-
ney General by this Act, the central author-
ity functions specified in Article 14 of the
Convention (relating to the filing of applica-
tions by prospective adoptive parents to the
central authority of their country of resi-
dence) shall be performed by the Attorney
General.
SEC. 104. ANNUAL REPORT ON INTERCOUNTRY

ADOPTIONS.
(a) REPORTS REQUIRED.—Beginning one

year after the date of the entry into force of
the Convention for the United States and
each year thereafter, the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General and
other appropriate agencies, shall submit a
report describing the activities of the cen-
tral authority of the United States under
this Act during the preceding year to the
Committee on International Relations, the
Committee on Ways and Means, and the
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Committee on the Judiciary of the House of
Representatives and the Committee on For-
eign Relations, the Committee on Finance,
and the Committee on the Judiciary of the
Senate.

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—Each report under
subsection (a) shall set forth with respect to
the year concerned, the following:

(1) The number of intercountry adoptions
involving immigration to the United States,
regardless of whether the adoption occurred
under the Convention, including the country
from which each child emigrated, the State
to which each child immigrated, and the
country in which the adoption was finalized.

(2) The number of intercountry adoptions
involving emigration from the United
States, regardless of whether the adoption
occurred under the Convention, including
the country to which each child immigrated
and the State from which each child emi-
grated.

(3) The number of Convention placements
for adoption in the United States that were
disrupted, including the country from which
the child emigrated, the age of the child, the
date of the placement for adoption, the rea-
sons for the disruption, the resolution of the
disruption, the agencies that handled the
placement for adoption, and the plans for the
child, and in addition, any information re-
garding disruption or dissolution of adop-
tions of children from other countries re-
ceived pursuant to section 422(b)(14) of the
Social Security Act, as amended by section
205 of this Act.

(4) The average time required for comple-
tion of a Convention adoption, set forth by
country from which the child emigrated.

(5) The current list of agencies accredited
and persons approved under this Act to pro-
vide adoption services.

(6) The names of the agencies and persons
temporarily or permanently debarred under
this Act, and the reasons for the debarment.

(7) The range of adoption fees charged in
connection with Convention adoptions in-
volving immigration to the United States
and the median of such fees set forth by the
country of origin.

(8) The range of fees charged for accredita-
tion of agencies and the approval of persons
in the United States engaged in providing
adoption services under the Convention.

TITLE II—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
ACCREDITATION AND APPROVAL

SEC. 201. ACCREDITATION OR APPROVAL RE-
QUIRED IN ORDER TO PROVIDE
ADOPTION SERVICES IN CASES SUB-
JECT TO THE CONVENTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this title, no person may offer or
provide adoption services in connection with
a Convention adoption in the United States
unless that person—

(1) is accredited or approved in accordance
with this title; or

(2) is providing such services through or
under the supervision and responsibility of
an accredited agency or approved person.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to the following:

(1) BACKGROUND STUDIES AND HOME STUD-
IES.—The performance of a background study
on a child or a home study on a prospective
adoptive parent, or any report on any such
study by a social work professional or orga-
nization who is not providing any other
adoption service in the case, if the back-
ground or home study is approved by an ac-
credited agency.

(2) CHILD WELFARE SERVICES.—The provi-
sion of a child welfare service by a person
who is not providing any other adoption
service in the case.

(3) LEGAL SERVICES.—The provision of legal
services by a person who is not providing any
adoption service in the case.

(4) PROSPECTIVE ADOPTIVE PARENTS ACTING
ON OWN BEHALF.—The conduct of a prospec-
tive adoptive parent on his or her own behalf
in the case, to the extent not prohibited by
the law of the State in which the prospective
adoptive parent resides.
SEC. 202. PROCESS FOR ACCREDITATION AND AP-

PROVAL; ROLE OF ACCREDITING EN-
TITIES.

(a) DESIGNATION OF ACCREDITING ENTI-
TIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall enter
into agreements with one or more qualified
entities under which such entities will per-
form the duties described in subsection (b) in
accordance with the Convention, this title,
and the regulations prescribed under section
203, and upon entering into each such agree-
ment shall designate the qualified entity as
an accrediting entity.

(2) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—In paragraph (1),
the term ‘‘qualified entity’’ means—

(A) a nonprofit private entity that has ex-
pertise in developing and administering
standards for entities providing child welfare
services and that meets such other criteria
as the Secretary may by regulation estab-
lish; or

(B) a public entity (other than a Federal
entity), including an agency or instrumen-
tality of State government having responsi-
bility for licensing adoption agencies, that—

(i) has expertise in developing and admin-
istering standards for entities providing
child welfare services;

(ii) accredits only agencies located in the
State in which the public entity is located;

(iii) on the basis of the most recent review,
has not been found to have conducted a
State program that has been found to have
failed substantially to conform with the re-
quirements of the child and family services
review system authorized under section
1123A of the Social Security Act; and

(iv) meets such other criteria as the Sec-
retary may by regulation establish.

(b) DUTIES OF ACCREDITING ENTITIES.—The
duties described in this subsection are the
following:

(1) ACCREDITATION AND APPROVAL.—Accred-
itation of agencies, and approval of persons,
to provide adoption services in the United
States in cases subject to the Convention.

(2) OVERSIGHT.—Ongoing monitoring of the
compliance of accredited agencies and ap-
proved persons with applicable requirements,
including review of complaints against such
agencies and persons in accordance with pro-
cedures established by the accrediting entity
and approved by the Secretary.

(3) ENFORCEMENT.—Taking of adverse ac-
tions (including requiring corrective action,
imposing sanctions, and refusing to renew,
suspending, or canceling accreditation or ap-
proval) for noncompliance with applicable
requirements, and notifying the agency or
person against whom adverse actions are
taken of the deficiencies necessitating the
adverse action.

(4) DATA, RECORDS, AND REPORTS.—Collec-
tion of data, maintenance of records, and re-
porting to the Secretary, the United States
central authority, State courts, and other
entities (including on persons and agencies
granted or denied approval or accreditation),
to the extent and in the manner that the
Secretary requires.

(c) REMEDIES FOR ADVERSE ACTION BY AC-
CREDITING ENTITY.—

(1) CORRECTION OF DEFICIENCY.—An agency
or person who is the subject of an adverse ac-
tion by an accrediting entity may re-apply
for accreditation or approval (or petition for
termination of the adverse action) on dem-
onstrating to the satisfaction of the accred-
iting entity that the deficiencies necessi-
tating the adverse action have been cor-
rected.

(2) NO OTHER ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.—An
adverse action by an accrediting entity shall
not be subject to administrative review.

(3) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—An agency or person
who is the subject of an adverse action by an
accrediting entity may petition the United
States district court in the judicial district
in which the agency is located or the person
resides to set aside the adverse action. The
court shall review the adverse action in ac-
cordance with section 706 of title 5, United
States Code, and for purposes of such review
the accrediting entity shall be considered an
agency within the meaning of section 701 of
such title.

(d) FEES.—The amount of fees assessed by
accrediting entities for the costs of accredi-
tation shall be subject to approval by the
Secretary. Such fees may not exceed the
costs of accreditation. In reviewing the level
of such fees, the Secretary shall consider the
relative size of, the geographic location of,
and the number of Convention adoption
cases managed by the agencies or persons
subject to accreditation or approval by the
accrediting entity.
SEC. 203. STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES FOR

PROVIDING ACCREDITATION OR AP-
PROVAL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.—The

Secretary, shall, by regulation, prescribe the
standards and procedures to be used by ac-
crediting entities for the accreditation of
agencies and the approval of persons to pro-
vide adoption services in the United States
in cases subject to the Convention.

(2) CONSIDERATION OF VIEWS.—In developing
such regulations, the Secretary shall con-
sider any standards or procedures developed
or proposed by, and the views of, individuals
and entities with interest and expertise in
international adoptions and family social
services, including public and private enti-
ties with experience in licensing and accred-
iting adoption agencies.

(3) APPLICABILITY OF NOTICE AND COMMENT
RULES.—Subsections (b), (c), and (d) of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, shall
apply in the development and issuance of
regulations under this section.

(b) MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) ACCREDITATION.—The standards pre-

scribed under subsection (a) shall include the
requirement that accreditation of an agency
may not be provided or continued under this
title unless the agency meets the following
requirements:

(A) SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS.—
(i) The agency provides prospective adop-

tive parents of a child in a prospective Con-
vention adoption a copy of the medical
records of the child (which, to the fullest ex-
tent practicable, shall include an English-
language translation of such records) on a
date which is not later than the earlier of
the date that is 2 weeks before (I) the adop-
tion, or (II) the date on which the prospec-
tive parents travel to a foreign country to
complete all procedures in such country re-
lating to the adoption.

(ii) The agency ensures that a thorough
background report (home study) on the pro-
spective adoptive parent or parents has been
completed in accordance with the Conven-
tion and with applicable Federal and State
requirements and transmitted to the Attor-
ney General with respect to each Convention
adoption. Each such report shall include a
criminal background check and a full and
complete statement of all facts relevant to
the eligibility of the prospective adopting
parent or parents to adopt a child under any
requirements specified by the central au-
thority of the child’s country of origin under
section 102(b)(3), including in the case of a
child emigrating to the United States for the
purpose of adoption the requirements of the

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:23 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00035 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A18JY7.028 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6392 July 18, 2000
child’s country of origin applicable to adop-
tions taking place in such country. For pur-
poses of this clause, the term ‘‘background
report (home study)’’ shall include any sup-
plemental statement submitted by the agen-
cy to the Attorney General for the purpose of
providing information relevant to any re-
quirements specified by the child’s country
of origin.

(iii) The agency provides prospective adop-
tive parents with a training program that in-
cludes counseling and guidance for the pur-
pose of promoting a successful intercountry
adoption before such parents travel to adopt
the child or the child is placed with such par-
ents for adoption.

(iv) The agency employs personnel pro-
viding intercountry adoption services on a
fee for service basis rather than on a contin-
gent fee basis.

(v) The agency discloses fully its policies
and practices, the disruption rates of its
placements for intercountry adoption, and
all fees charged by such agency for inter-
country adoption.

(B) CAPACITY TO PROVIDE ADOPTION SERV-
ICES.—The agency has, directly or through
arrangements with other persons, a suffi-
cient number of appropriately trained and
qualified personnel, sufficient financial re-
sources, appropriate organizational struc-
ture, and appropriate procedures to enable
the agency to provide, in accordance with
this Act, all adoption services in cases sub-
ject to the Convention.

(C) USE OF SOCIAL SERVICE PROFES-
SIONALS.—The agency has established proce-
dures designed to ensure that social service
functions requiring the application of clin-
ical skills and judgment are performed only
by professionals with appropriate qualifica-
tions and credentials.

(D) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND INFORMATION
MATTERS.—The agency is capable of—

(i) maintaining such records and making
such reports as may be required by the Sec-
retary, the United States central authority,
and the accrediting entity that accredits the
agency;

(ii) cooperating with reviews, inspections,
and audits;

(iii) safeguarding sensitive individual in-
formation; and

(iv) complying with other requirements
concerning information management nec-
essary to ensure compliance with the Con-
vention, this Act, and any other applicable
law.

(E) LIABILITY INSURANCE.—The agency
agrees to have in force adequate liability in-
surance for professional negligence and any
other insurance that the Secretary considers
appropriate.

(F) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE RULES.—
The agency has established adequate meas-
ures to comply (and to ensure compliance of
their agents and clients) with the Conven-
tion, this Act, and any other applicable law.

(G) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION WITH STATE
LICENSE TO PROVIDE ADOPTION SERVICES.—The
agency is a private nonprofit organization li-
censed to provide adoption services in at
least one State.

(2) APPROVAL.—The standards prescribed
under subsection (a) shall include the re-
quirement that a person shall not be ap-
proved under this title unless the person is a
private for-profit entity that meets the re-
quirements of subparagraphs (A) through (F)
of paragraph (1) of this subsection.

(3) RENEWAL OF ACCREDITATION OR AP-
PROVAL.—The standards prescribed under
subsection (a) shall provide that the accredi-
tation of an agency or approval of a person
under this title shall be for a period of not
less than 3 years and not more than 5 years,
and may be renewed on a showing that the
agency or person meets the requirements ap-

plicable to original accreditation or approval
under this title.

(c) TEMPORARY REGISTRATION OF COMMU-
NITY-BASED AGENCIES.—

(1) 1-YEAR REGISTRATION PERIOD FOR MEDIUM
COMMUNITY-BASED AGENCIES.—For a 1-year
period after the entry into force of the Con-
vention and notwithstanding subsection (b),
the Secretary may provide, in regulations
issued pursuant to subsection (a), that an
agency may register with the Secretary and
be accredited to provide adoption services in
the United States in cases subject to the
Convention during such period if the agency
has provided adoption services in fewer than
100 intercountry adoptions in the preceding
calendar year and meets the criteria de-
scribed in paragraph (3).

(2) 2-YEAR REGISTRATION PERIOD FOR SMALL
COMMUNITY-BASED AGENCIES.—For a 2-year
period after the entry into force of the Con-
vention and notwithstanding subsection (b),
the Secretary may provide, in regulations
issued pursuant to subsection (a), that an
agency may register with the Secretary and
be accredited to provide adoption services in
the United States in cases subject to the
Convention during such period if the agency
has provided adoption services in fewer than
50 intercountry adoptions in the preceding
calendar year and meets the criteria de-
scribed in paragraph (3).

(3) CRITERIA FOR REGISTRATION.—Agencies
registered under this subsection shall meet
the following criteria:

(A) The agency is licensed in the State in
which it is located and is a nonprofit agency.

(B) The agency has been providing adop-
tion services in connection with inter-
country adoptions for at least 3 years.

(C) The agency has demonstrated that it
will be able to provided the United States
Government with all information related to
the elements described in section 104(b) and
provides such information.

(D) The agency has initiated the process of
becoming accredited under the provisions of
this Act and is actively taking steps to be-
come an accredited agency.

(E) The agency has not been found to be in-
volved in any improper conduct relating to
intercountry adoptions.
SEC. 204. SECRETARIAL OVERSIGHT OF ACCREDI-

TATION AND APPROVAL.
(a) OVERSIGHT OF ACCREDITING ENTITIES.—

The Secretary shall—
(1) monitor the performance by each ac-

crediting entity of its duties under section
202 and its compliance with the requirements
of the Convention, this Act, other applicable
laws, and implementing regulations under
this Act; and

(2) suspend or cancel the designation of an
accrediting entity found to be substantially
out of compliance with the Convention, this
Act, other applicable laws, or implementing
regulations under this Act.

(b) SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF AC-
CREDITATION OR APPROVAL.—

(1) SECRETARY’S AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary shall suspend or cancel the accredita-
tion or approval granted by an accrediting
entity to an agency or person pursuant to
section 202 when the Secretary finds that—

(A) the agency or person is substantially
out of compliance with applicable require-
ments; and

(B) the accrediting entity has failed or re-
fused, after consultation with the Secretary,
to take appropriate enforcement action.

(2) CORRECTION OF DEFICIENCY.—At any
time when the Secretary is satisfied that the
deficiencies on the basis of which an adverse
action is taken under paragraph (1) have
been corrected, the Secretary shall—

(A) notify the accrediting entity that the
deficiencies have been corrected; and

(B)(i) in the case of a suspension, termi-
nate the suspension; or

(ii) in the case of a cancellation, notify the
agency or person that the agency or person
may re-apply to the accrediting entity for
accreditation or approval.

(c) DEBARMENT.—
(1) SECRETARY’S AUTHORITY.—On the initia-

tive of the Secretary, or on request of an ac-
crediting entity, the Secretary may tempo-
rarily or permanently debar an agency from
accreditation or a person from approval
under this title, but only if—

(A) there is substantial evidence that the
agency or person is out of compliance with
applicable requirements; and

(B) there has been a pattern of serious,
willful, or grossly negligent failures to com-
ply or other aggravating circumstances indi-
cating that continued accreditation or ap-
proval would not be in the best interests of
the children and families concerned.

(2) PERIOD OF DEBARMENT.—The Secretary’s
debarment order shall state whether the de-
barment is temporary or permanent. If the
debarment is temporary, the Secretary shall
specify a date, not earlier than 3 years after
the date of the order, on or after which the
agency or person may apply to the Secretary
for withdrawal of the debarment.

(3) EFFECT OF DEBARMENT.—An accrediting
entity may take into account the cir-
cumstances of the debarment of an agency or
person that has been debarred pursuant to
this subsection in considering any subse-
quent application of the agency or person, or
of any other entity in which the agency or
person has an ownership or control interest,
for accreditation or approval under this
title.

(d) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—A person (other than
a prospective adoptive parent), an agency, or
an accrediting entity who is the subject of a
final action of suspension, cancellation, or
debarment by the Secretary under this title
may petition the United States District
Court for the District of Columbia or the
United States district court in the judicial
district in which the person resides or the
agency or accrediting entity is located to set
aside the action. The court shall review the
action in accordance with section 706 of title
5, United States Code.

(e) FAILURE TO ENSURE A FULL AND COM-
PLETE HOME STUDY.—

(1) Willful, grossly negligent, or repeated
failure to ensure the completion and trans-
mission of a background report (home study)
that fully complies with the requirements of
section 203(b)(1)(A)(ii) shall constitute sub-
stantial noncompliance with applicable re-
quirements.

(2) Regulations promulgated under section
203 shall provide for—

(A) frequent and careful monitoring of
compliance by agencies and approved per-
sons with the requirements of section
203(b)(1)(A)(ii); and

(B) consultation between the Secretary
and the accrediting entity where an agency
or person has engaged in substantial non-
compliance with the requirements of section
203(b)(1)(A)(ii), unless the accrediting entity
has taken appropriate corrective action and
the noncompliance has not recurred.

(3) Repeated serious, willful, or grossly
negligent failures to comply with the re-
quirements of section 203(b)(1)(A)(ii) by an
agency or person after consultation between
the Secretary and the accrediting entity
with respect to previous noncompliance by
such agency or person shall constitute a pat-
tern of serious, willful, or grossly negligent
failures to comply under subsection (c)(1)(B).

(4) A failure to comply with the require-
ments of section 203(b)(1)(A)(ii) shall con-
stitute a serious failure to comply under sub-
section (c)(1)(B) unless it is shown by clear
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and convincing evidence that such non-
compliance had neither the purpose nor the
effect of determining the outcome of a deci-
sion or proceeding by a court or other com-
petent authority in the United States or the
child’s country of origin.

SEC. 205. STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.

Section 422(b) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 622(b)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (11), by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (12), by striking ‘‘chil-
dren.’’ and inserting ‘‘children;’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraphs:

‘‘(13) contain a description of the activities
that the State has undertaken for children
adopted from other countries, including the
provision of adoption and post-adoption serv-
ices; and

‘‘(14) provide that the State shall collect
and report information on children who are
adopted from other countries and who enter
into State custody as a result of the disrup-
tion of a placement for adoption or the dis-
solution of an adoption, including the num-
ber of children, the agencies who handled the
placement or adoption, the plans for the
child, and the reasons for the disruption or
dissolution.’’.

TITLE III—RECOGNITION OF CONVENTION
ADOPTIONS IN THE UNITED STATES

SEC. 301. ADOPTIONS OF CHILDREN IMMI-
GRATING TO THE UNITED STATES.

(a) LEGAL EFFECT OF CERTIFICATES ISSUED

BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE.—
(1) ISSUANCE OF CERTIFICATES BY THE SEC-

RETARY OF STATE.—The Secretary of State
shall, with respect to each Convention adop-
tion, issue a certificate to the adoptive cit-
izen parent domiciled in the United States
that the adoption has been granted or, in the
case of a prospective adoptive citizen parent,
that legal custody of the child has been
granted to the citizen parent for purposes of
emigration and adoption, pursuant to the
Convention and this Act, if the Secretary of
State—

(A) receives appropriate notification from
the central authority of such child’s country
of origin; and

(B) has verified that the requirements of
the Convention and this Act have been met
with respect to the adoption.

(2) LEGAL EFFECT OF CERTIFICATES.—If ap-
pended to an original adoption decree, the
certificate described in paragraph (1) shall be
treated by Federal and State agencies,
courts, and other public and private persons
and entities as conclusive evidence of the
facts certified therein and shall constitute
the certification required by section 204(d)(2)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, as
amended by this Act.

(b) LEGAL EFFECT OF CONVENTION ADOPTION

FINALIZED IN ANOTHER CONVENTION COUN-
TRY.—A final adoption in another Conven-
tion country, certified by the Secretary of
State pursuant to subsection (a) of this sec-
tion or section 303(c), shall be recognized as
a final valid adoption for purposes of all Fed-
eral, State, and local laws of the United
States.

(c) CONDITION ON FINALIZATION OF CONVEN-
TION ADOPTION BY STATE COURT.—In the case
of a child who has entered the United States
from another Convention country for the
purpose of adoption, an order declaring the
adoption final shall not be entered unless the
Secretary of State has issued the certificate
provided for in subsection (a) with respect to
the adoption.

SEC. 302. IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT
AMENDMENTS RELATING TO CHIL-
DREN ADOPTED FROM CONVENTION
COUNTRIES.

(a) DEFINITION OF CHILD.—Section 101(b)(1)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1101(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and

(3) by adding after subparagraph (F) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(G) a child, under the age of sixteen at
the time a petition is filed on the child’s be-
half to accord a classification as an imme-
diate relative under section 201(b), who has
been adopted in a foreign state that is a
party to the Convention on Protection of
Children and Co-operation in Respect of
Intercountry Adoption done at The Hague on
May 29, 1993, or who is emigrating from such
a foreign state to be adopted in the United
States, by a United States citizen and spouse
jointly, or by an unmarried United States
citizen at least twenty-five years of age—

‘‘(i) if—
‘‘(I) the Attorney General is satisfied that

proper care will be furnished the child if ad-
mitted to the United States;

‘‘(II) the child’s natural parents (or parent,
in the case of a child who has one sole or sur-
viving parent because of the death or dis-
appearance of, abandonment or desertion by,
the other parent), or other persons or insti-
tutions that retain legal custody of the
child, have freely given their written irrev-
ocable consent to the termination of their
legal relationship with the child, and to the
child’s emigration and adoption;

‘‘(III) the child is not the grandchild, niece,
nephew, brother, sister, aunt, uncle, or first
cousin of one or both of the adopting par-
ents, unless—

‘‘(aa) the child has no living parents be-
cause of the death or disappearance of, aban-
donment or desertion by, separation from, or
loss of, both parents; or

‘‘(bb) the sole or surviving parent is in-
capable of providing the proper care for the
child and has in writing irrevocably released
the child for emigration and adoption; and

‘‘(IV) in the case of a child who has not
been adopted—

‘‘(aa) the competent authority of the for-
eign state has approved the child’s emigra-
tion to the United States for the purpose of
adoption by the prospective adoptive parent
or parents; and

‘‘(bb) the prospective adoptive parent or
parents has or have complied with any pre-
adoption requirements of the child’s pro-
posed residence; and

‘‘(ii) except that no natural parent or prior
adoptive parent of any such child shall
thereafter, by virtue of such parentage, be
accorded any right, privilege, or status under
this Act.’’.

(b) APPROVAL OF PETITIONS.—Section 204(d)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1154(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d)(1)’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘section 101(b)(1)(F)’’ and

inserting ‘‘subparagraph (F) or (G) of section
101(b)(1)’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding the provisions of sub-
sections (a) and (b), no petition may be ap-
proved on behalf of a child defined in section
101(b)(1)(G) unless the Secretary of State has
certified that the central authority of the
child’s country of origin has notified the
United States central authority under the
convention referred to in such section
101(b)(1)(G) that a United States citizen ha-
bitually resident in the United States has ef-
fected final adoption of the child, or has been

granted custody of the child for the purpose
of emigration and adoption, in accordance
with such convention and the Intercountry
Adoption Act of 2000.’’.

(c) DEFINITION OF PARENT.—Section
101(b)(2) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(b)(2)) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘and paragraph (1)(G)(i)’’ after ‘‘second
proviso therein)’’.
SEC. 303. ADOPTIONS OF CHILDREN EMIGRATING

FROM THE UNITED STATES.
(a) DUTIES OF ACCREDITED AGENCY OR AP-

PROVED PERSON.—In the case of a Convention
adoption involving the emigration of a child
residing in the United States to a foreign
country, the accredited agency or approved
person providing adoption services, or the
prospective adoptive parent or parents act-
ing on their own behalf (if permitted by the
laws of such other Convention country in
which they reside and the laws of the State
in which the child resides), shall do the fol-
lowing:

(1) Ensure that, in accordance with the
Convention—

(A) a background study on the child is
completed;

(B) the accredited agency or approved
person—

(i) has made reasonable efforts to actively
recruit and make a diligent search for pro-
spective adoptive parents to adopt the child
in the United States; and

(ii) despite such efforts, has not been able
to place the child for adoption in the United
States in a timely manner; and

(C) a determination is made that place-
ment with the prospective adoptive parent or
parents is in the best interests of the child.

(2) Furnish to the State court with juris-
diction over the case—

(A) documentation of the matters de-
scribed in paragraph (1);

(B) a background report (home study) on
the prospective adoptive parent or parents
(including a criminal background check) pre-
pared in accordance with the laws of the re-
ceiving country; and

(C) a declaration by the central authority
(or other competent authority) of such other
Convention country—

(i) that the child will be permitted to enter
and reside permanently, or on the same basis
as the adopting parent, in the receiving
country; and

(ii) that the central authority (or other
competent authority) of such other Conven-
tion country consents to the adoption, if
such consent is necessary under the laws of
such country for the adoption to become
final.

(3) Furnish to the United States central
authority—

(A) official copies of State court orders
certifying the final adoption or grant of cus-
tody for the purpose of adoption;

(B) the information and documents de-
scribed in paragraph (2), to the extent re-
quired by the United States central author-
ity; and

(C) any other information concerning the
case required by the United States central
authority to perform the functions specified
in subsection (c) or otherwise to carry out
the duties of the United States central au-
thority under the Convention.

(b) CONDITIONS ON STATE COURT ORDERS.—
An order declaring an adoption to be final or
granting custody for the purpose of adoption
in a case described in subsection (a) shall not
be entered unless the court—

(1) has received and verified to the extent
the court may find necessary—

(A) the material described in subsection
(a)(2); and

(B) satisfactory evidence that the require-
ments of Articles 4 and 15 through 21 of the
Convention have been met; and
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(2) has determined that the adoptive place-

ment is in the best interests of the child.
(c) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE.—In

a case described in subsection (a), the Sec-
retary, on receipt and verification as nec-
essary of the material and information de-
scribed in subsection (a)(3), shall issue, as ap-
plicable, an official certification that the
child has been adopted or a declaration that
custody for purposes of adoption has been
granted, in accordance with the Convention
and this Act.

(d) FILING WITH REGISTRY REGARDING NON-
CONVENTION ADOPTIONS.—Accredited agen-
cies, approved persons, and other persons, in-
cluding governmental authorities, providing
adoption services in an intercountry adop-
tion not subject to the Convention that in-
volves the emigration of a child from the
United States shall file information required
by regulations jointly issued by the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of State for
purposes of implementing section 102(e).

TITLE IV—ADMINISTRATION AND
ENFORCEMENT

SEC. 401. ACCESS TO CONVENTION RECORDS.
(a) PRESERVATION OF CONVENTION

RECORDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days

after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Secretary, in consultation with the At-
torney General, shall issue regulations that
establish procedures and requirements in ac-
cordance with the Convention and this sec-
tion for the preservation of Convention
records.

(2) APPLICABILITY OF NOTICE AND COMMENT
RULES.—Subsections (b), (c), and (d) of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code, shall
apply in the development and issuance of
regulations under this section.

(b) ACCESS TO CONVENTION RECORDS.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the Secretary or the Attorney
General may disclose a Convention record,
and access to such a record may be provided
in whole or in part, only if such record is
maintained under the authority of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act and disclosure
of, or access to, such record is permitted or
required by applicable Federal law.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR ADMINISTRATION OF THE
CONVENTION.—A Convention record may be
disclosed, and access to such a record may be
provided, in whole or in part, among the Sec-
retary, the Attorney General, central au-
thorities, accredited agencies, and approved
persons, only to the extent necessary to ad-
minister the Convention or this Act.

(3) PENALTIES FOR UNLAWFUL DISCLOSURE.—
Unlawful disclosure of all or part of a Con-
vention record shall be punishable in accord-
ance with applicable Federal law.

(c) ACCESS TO NON-CONVENTION RECORDS.—
Disclosure of, access to, and penalties for un-
lawful disclosure of, adoption records that
are not Convention records, including
records of adoption proceedings conducted in
the United States, shall be governed by ap-
plicable State law.
SEC. 402. DOCUMENTS OF OTHER CONVENTION

COUNTRIES.
Documents originating in any other Con-

vention country and related to a Convention
adoption case shall require no authentica-
tion in order to be admissible in any Federal,
State, or local court in the United States,
unless a specific and supported claim is made
that the documents are false, have been al-
tered, or are otherwise unreliable.
SEC. 403. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS;

COLLECTION OF FEES.
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to agencies of the Federal Government im-
plementing the Convention and the provi-
sions of this Act.

(2) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to paragraph (1) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended.

(b) ASSESSMENT OF FEES.—
(1) The Secretary may charge a fee for new

or enhanced services that will be undertaken
by the Department of State to meet the re-
quirements of this Act with respect to inter-
country adoptions under the Convention and
comparable services with respect to other
intercountry adoptions. Such fee shall be
prescribed by regulation and shall not exceed
the cost of such services.

(2) Fees collected under paragraph (1) shall
be retained and deposited as an offsetting
collection to any Department of State appro-
priation to recover the costs of providing
such services.

(3) Fees authorized under this section shall
be available for obligation only to the extent
and in the amount provided in advance in ap-
propriations Acts.

(c) RESTRICTION.—No funds collected under
the authority of this section may be made
available to an accrediting entity to carry
out the purposes of this Act.
SEC. 404. ENFORCEMENT.

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Any person who—
(1) violates section 201;
(2) makes a false or fraudulent statement,

or misrepresentation, with respect to a ma-
terial fact, or offers, gives, solicits, or ac-
cepts inducement by way of compensation,
intended to influence or affect in the United
States or a foreign country—

(A) a decision by an accrediting entity
with respect to the accreditation of an agen-
cy or approval of a person under title II;

(B) the relinquishment of parental rights
or the giving of parental consent relating to
the adoption of a child in a case subject to
the Convention; or

(C) a decision or action of any entity per-
forming a central authority function; or

(3) engages another person as an agent,
whether in the United States or in a foreign
country, who in the course of that agency
takes any of the actions described in para-
graph (1) or (2),
shall be subject, in addition to any other
penalty that may be prescribed by law, to a
civil money penalty of not more than $50,000
for a first violation, and not more than
$100,000 for each succeeding violation.

(b) CIVIL ENFORCEMENT.—
(1) AUTHORITY OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The

Attorney General may bring a civil action to
enforce subsection (a) against any person in
any United States district court.

(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN IMPOSING
PENALTIES.—In imposing penalties the court
shall consider the gravity of the violation,
the degree of culpability of the defendant,
and any history of prior violations by the de-
fendant.

(c) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Whoever know-
ingly and willfully violates paragraph (1) or
(2) of subsection (a) shall be subject to a fine
of not more than $250,000, imprisonment for
not more than 5 years, or both.

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 501. RECOGNITION OF CONVENTION ADOP-

TIONS.
Subject to Article 24 of the Convention,

adoptions concluded between two other Con-
vention countries that meet the require-
ments of Article 23 of the Convention and
that became final before the date of entry
into force of the Convention for the United
States shall be recognized thereafter in the
United States and given full effect. Such rec-
ognition shall include the specific effects de-
scribed in Article 26 of the Convention.
SEC. 502. SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN CASES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH ALTERNATIVE
PROCEDURES FOR ADOPTION OF CHILDREN BY
RELATIVES.—To the extent consistent with

the Convention, the Secretary may establish
by regulation alternative procedures for the
adoption of children by individuals related
to them by blood, marriage, or adoption, in
cases subject to the Convention.

(b) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, to the extent
consistent with the Convention, the Sec-
retary may, on a case-by-case basis, waive
applicable requirements of this Act or regu-
lations issued under this Act, in the inter-
ests of justice or to prevent grave physical
harm to the child.

(2) NONDELEGATION.—The authority pro-
vided by paragraph (1) may not be delegated.
SEC. 503. RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.

(a) PREEMPTION OF INCONSISTENT STATE
LAW.—The Convention and this Act shall not
be construed to preempt any provision of the
law of any State or political subdivision
thereof, or prevent a State or political sub-
division thereof from enacting any provision
of law with respect to the subject matter of
the Convention or this Act, except to the ex-
tent that such provision of State law is in-
consistent with the Convention or this Act,
and then only to the extent of the inconsist-
ency.

(b) APPLICABILITY OF THE INDIAN CHILD
WELFARE ACT.—The Convention and this Act
shall not be construed to affect the applica-
tion of the Indian Child Welfare Act of 1978
(25 U.S.C. 1901 et seq.).

(c) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Sec-
tions 3506(c), 3507, and 3512 of title 44, United
States Code, shall not apply to information
collection for purposes of sections 104,
202(b)(4), and 303(d) of this Act or for use as
a Convention record as defined in this Act.
SEC. 504. NO PRIVATE RIGHT OF ACTION.

The Convention and this Act shall not be
construed to create a private right of action
to seek administrative or judicial relief, ex-
cept to the extent expressly provided in this
Act.
SEC. 505. EFFECTIVE DATES; TRANSITION RULE.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) PROVISIONS EFFECTIVE UPON ENACT-

MENT.—Sections 2, 3, 101 through 103, 202
through 205, 401(a), 403, 503, and 505(a) shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) PROVISIONS EFFECTIVE UPON THE ENTRY
INTO FORCE OF THE CONVENTION.—Subject to
subsection (b), the provisions of this Act not
specified in paragraph (1) shall take effect
upon the entry into force of the Convention
for the United States pursuant to Article
46(2)(a) of the Convention.

(b) TRANSITION RULE.—The Convention and
this Act shall not apply—

(1) in the case of a child immigrating to
the United States, if the application for ad-
vance processing of an orphan petition or pe-
tition to classify an orphan as an immediate
relative for the child is filed before the effec-
tive date described in subsection (a)(2); or

(2) in the case of a child emigrating from
the United States, if the prospective adop-
tive parents of the child initiated the adop-
tion process in their country of residence
with the filing of an appropriate application
before the effective date described in sub-
section (a)(2).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2909.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise en-
thusiastically to bring to the House
floor H.R. 2909, the Intercountry Adop-
tion Act, and I offer a personal word of
thanks for the diligent efforts of the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON); the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CAMP); the distinguished
chairman of the Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human
Rights, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH); the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman
from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON); and
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. DELAHUNT) for their collective ef-
forts. Their efforts and their expertise
enables us to bring this bipartisan bill
to the floor today, which has strong
congressional support with a remark-
able total of 51 cosponsors.

The purpose of our bill is to provide
the Department of State with the nec-
essary authorities to implement the
Hague Convention on the Protection of
Children and Co-operation in Respect
of Intercountry Adoption. As a signa-
tory to this convention, our Nation
must now meet the obligations of the
convention, which includes estab-
lishing a Federal central authority and
an accreditation process for agencies
engaged in intercountry adoptions.

The Hague Convention, developed in
response to abuses in the intercountry
adoption process, sets forth standards
and procedures that can be recognized
and followed by countries engaged in
intercountry adoptions. This legal
framework provides protection to the
adoptive children and to their families
by ensuring that agencies and individ-
uals involved in the intercountry adop-
tion process meet standards of com-
petence, ethical behavior, and financial
soundness.

This bill reflects many hours of delib-
eration among committees of jurisdic-
tion, the Department of State and the
Department of Justice. We greatly ap-
preciate the advice from many outside
groups and individuals as we crafted
this bipartisan measure. We are also
grateful for the many letters of support
we received for the bill before the
House today.

I say with confidence that we have
before us a solid bill that will enable
our State Department to implement
procedures to assist thousands of fami-
lies in adopting children from overseas.
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We want those parents to have the
best information and services available

to them. This bill provides many con-
sumer protections to improve the
intercountry adoption process and to
establish a consistent and a reliable
system that will be recognized by other
foreign countries.

In closing, I would like to recognize
the significant assistance provided by
leadership staff in helping us bring the
bill to the floor and to our Committee
on International Relations staff mem-
bers Kristen Gilley, our professional
staff member; David Abramowitz, our
committee minority counsel; Joseph
Rees, counsel and staff director of our
Subcommittee on International Oper-
ations and Human Rights; and Mark
Agrast, staff assistant of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT).

Mr. Speaker, I urge full support for
this bill by our colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume;
and I rise in support of the resolution.

Mr. Speaker, well, this day has been
long in coming. And while I still have
some reservations about certain provi-
sions of the bill, it certainly is a good
day. I might add parenthetically that
today happens to be my birthday, and
passage of this measure certainly
would be the most memorable of birth-
day gifts.

I want to thank our chairman, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations; the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), the ranking member; and the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY), my friend and colleague, who is
the father of two adopted children from
Korea; and our colleagues from the
Committee on Ways and Means, the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) and the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP), who has been a
leader not only in this particular effort
but on other important adoption initia-
tives; as well as my friend and col-
league, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH); also, a number of key offi-
cials at the Department of State who
contributed substantially to this ef-
fort. Their advice and input are genu-
inely appreciated.

I also want to express my apprecia-
tion to Senators HELMS, BIDEN, and
LANDRIEU, with whom the amended bill
was carefully developed in the course
of extensive consultations.

And finally, I want to thank the
many adoptive families, adoption ex-
perts and child service organizations
that have been so generous with their
encouragement and counsel on the
many difficult issues that we had to
confront.

At our hearing on the bill last Octo-
ber, I promised to do all I could to see
that this would be an open process and
that their concerns would be heard. I
believe that promise has been kept, Mr.
Speaker, and that the extensive input
we received has resulted in a bill that
merits wide support.

Mr. Speaker, I think many of my col-
leagues are aware of the fact that, for
me, this is no ordinary piece of legisla-
tion. And intercountry adoption is not
some abstract or theoretical policy
question or concept.

This past April 6, my family marked
the 25th anniversary of the arrival of
my younger daughter, Kara, who was
airlifted out of Vietnam during ‘‘Oper-
ation Baby-Lift’’ just days before the
fall of Saigon.

I cannot express adequately to this
House how profoundly her arrival
changed our lives. Her mother, Katy,
her sister, Kirsten, and I often reflect
on how much richer and fuller our lives
are because she is part of us, she is our
family. But our experience is far from
unique, as I am sure can be verified by
my friend, the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY). It is shared by
hundreds of thousands of families
across this country, including a num-
ber of my colleagues in this House who
have adopted from abroad.

Intercountry adoption is not the an-
swer to all the problems affecting chil-
dren around the world, but it has given
loving homes and a chance in life to
needy children who could not be cared
for in their countries of origin.

When the process works, it results in
the successful placement of happy,
well-adjusted children with responsible
parents who will love and care for
them. But problems, including some
very serious problems, do occur. And
while most of the leading international
adoption agencies maintain high eth-
ical and professional standards, sadly,
this is not always the case.

Documented abuses range from the
charging of exorbitant fees by so-called
‘‘facilitators’’ in some countries to
child kidnapping, baby smuggling; and
coerced consent from birth mothers do
occur.

In some cases, information has been
improperly held from adoptive families
with regards to the child’s medical and
psychological condition. And trag-
ically, some adoptions have been dis-
rupted because the adoptive families
were poorly prepared for their par-
enting responsibilities as a result of
the failure of the agency to provide the
necessary pre- and post-adoption coun-
seling.

Such concerns have caused a number
of countries, including Russia, Roma-
nia, and Guatemala, to actually sus-
pend overseas adoptions until safe-
guards could be put in place.

For example, last March a special
United Nations investigator reported
to the Human Rights Commission that
Guatemalan babies have been reduced
to ‘‘objects of trade and commerce.’’
And that is a quote, ‘‘objects of trade
and commerce.’’

According to her report, prominent
lawyers, doctors, and judges in Guate-
mala were involved in a series of
abuses from falsifying birth records to
tricking or drugging frightened birth
mothers into signing over their chil-
dren.
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That is why the Hague Convention on

Intercountry Adoption is of such im-
portance and this implementing lan-
guage is so critical. It will help elimi-
nate these abuses and enable both birth
parents and adoptive families to par-
ticipate in the intercountry adoption
process with full confidence and a sense
of security.

It is also important to understand
the importance of the United States’
role on this issue. As the largest re-
ceiving country for adopted children,
the United States played a prominent
role in negotiating the Convention.
Since Americans adopt four out of five
children that are placed through inter-
country adoption, it is certainly in our
national interest to secure ratification.
And while 40 nations have already rati-
fied the document, many more are sim-
ply waiting to see what we will do.

U.S. ratification will signal our com-
mitment to these standards and will
reassure sending countries that we in-
tend to abide by them. And I am hope-
ful that it will encourage people every-
where to consider the benefits of inter-
national adoption.

On the other hand, should we fail to
ratify, we will deal a serious setback to
the Convention and will cause major
sending nations to reconsider whether
to continue to send their children here.

Mr. Speaker, I recognize that this
legislation represents a compromise on
many tough issues. And every com-
promise involves some degree of sac-
rifice by all concerned. I am, therefore,
very grateful that so many organiza-
tions representing such a broad spec-
trum of opinion have been willing to
put aside their broader agendas and
give their support to the bill.

Again, I want to thank all who have
contributed to this effort. But before I
conclude, I would be remiss not to take
particular note of the extraordinary
contributions of the following staff:
Kristen Gilley of the Committee on
International Relations; David
Abramowitz of the Committee on
International Relations minority staff;
Cassie Bevan of the Committee on
Ways and Means of the majority staff;
and Mark Agrast, my own legislative
director.

As I suggested, this has been an ardu-
ous and lengthy process. I have no
doubt that this legislation has involved
more meetings and conversations and
discussions than possibly any other
proposal in the 106th Congress. But for
their efforts, it is clear that we would
not be here today. Their dedication,
their persistence and their commit-
ment bordered at times on the Hercu-
lean.

We all, particularly those who adopt
children from overseas, are deeply in
their debt and we recognize that their
motivation was a deep and profound
concern, love, if you will, for children
everywhere on God’s good Earth who
are in the most desperate of situations.

So, on behalf of all of us, especially
those children, I thank my colleagues.
They have truly made a difference.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH)
the distinguished chairman of our Sub-
committee on International Operations
and Human Rights.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, it is with great pride and
pleasure that I rise to urge the enact-
ment of H.R. 2909, the Intercountry
Adoption Act of 2000.

I am proud to be an original cospon-
sor of the Intercountry Adoption Act,
which is necessary to implement the
Hague Convention on Protection of
Children and Co-operation in Respect
of Intercountry Adoption.

The Convention was adopted in 1993
and signed by the United States in 1994.
It will enter into force for the U.S.
when the Senate gives its advise and
consent and the President ratifies it.

Senator HELMS, the chairman of the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee,
has indicated his intention to schedule
a committee vote as soon as both
Houses of Congress have enacted this
implementing legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the
Hague Convention and of this imple-
menting legislation is twofold. The
first purpose is to facilitate inter-
national adoptions whenever they are
in the best interest of the child by
eliminating unnecessary confusion, ex-
pense, and delay resulting from dif-
ferences among certain laws and prac-
tices of nations.

The second and equally important
purpose is to ensure transparent and
fair regulation of international adop-
tions so that adoptions that are not in
the best interest of the child, whether
they involve gross abuses such as baby
stealing and baby selling or other
abuses that result in placing children
in inappropriate settings, will not take
place.

The legislation now before us estab-
lishes a framework for fulfilling both
these essential goals. It charges the
Secretary of State and the Attorney
General with overseeing a process of
accreditation and regulation of agen-
cies and persons involved in inter-
national adoptions while avoiding un-
necessary Federal encroachment on the
regulatory authority long exercised by
State governments. It sets minimum
standards for this process of accredita-
tion and regulation, all of which are
designed to protect the best interests
of children by promoting their adop-
tion into appropriate family settings
by agencies whose employees have the
requisite skill, experience, and good
judgment. And it ensures that courts
and other competent authorities in the
United States and in the adoptive chil-
dren’s countries of origin, as well as
prospective adoptive parents, will have
the information they need to make in-
telligent, life-affirming decisions.

Mr. Speaker, just let my say,
throughout my 20 years in Congress, I
have worked tirelessly on behalf of

adoption and always in a bipartisan
way.

In the late 80’s, I introduced the OMNIBUS
Adoption Act—which had as its centerpiece, a
$5,000 tax credit for nonrecurring expenses.
That’s low today. Now I’ve introduced an up-
dated measure designed to boost the credit to
$10,000. That too is a bipartisan bill. The text
in H.R. 2909 as it is presented on the floor
today, is again a result of a tremendous
amount of bipartisan work on the text.

Let me also point out, Mr. Speaker,
in keeping with this commitment of
protecting children, during the long
and painstaking process of preparing
this bill for enactment, I have at var-
ious times expressed concerns about
provisions in preliminary versions of
the legislation. Particularly, I have
been concerned that the new regu-
latory scheme not facilitate ‘‘end
runs’’ around legitimate laws and poli-
cies of States and foreign countries de-
signed to protect the best interests of
children.
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Again I am happy to say that the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN) and I and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP),
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON) and many others have
worked on legislation, with a text we
could all agree to.

I join my colleague in thanking the profes-
sional work of our respective staffs especially
Joseph Rees, who is general counsel and
chief of staff of my Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human Rights.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the ranking
member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
want to join my colleagues in recog-
nizing the bipartisan effort in accom-
plishing this goal and all the partici-
pants, the chairman, the subcommittee
chairman, those on the Committee on
Ways and Means, particularly from my
side of the aisle, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), the
staff on both sides, particularly my
staff, Mr. Abramowitz and others who
were involved and also the staff back in
the district that we all have that
taught us the lessons of why we need
this legislation. On my staff, Patty
Shea, who works in the Middletown of-
fice, not only has adopted on her own,
as a number of my other staff people
have, but has constantly been involved
in the trouble related often to the in-
tricacies of adoption, whether in the
United States at our end of the process
or in the country where the child is
coming from.

And so for all of us who have seen the
torment and heartache often associ-
ated with families who are in the proc-
ess of adopting running into very com-
plex situations, often contradictory
procedures and laws in our country and
the country where the child is coming
from, the efforts here today to set up
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an international regime that will set
some certainty and a process by which
parents and potential parents can
know what that process is going to be
is an important step forward.

The complexities here are signifi-
cant, obviously, not simply those that
divide some of us here in this Congress
on the things we care about; but one of
the concerns that I had of course is the
impact on small agencies to make sure
they were not overrun by a large bu-
reaucratic system, but also the dif-
ferences between countries and cul-
tures and different systems of law. It
will necessitate more cooperation in
the future in every one of these cat-
egories.

I commend all the participants again
for the work they have done here on
this important piece of legislation. It
is the kind of thing that makes us all
proud to participate in this great
democratic process we have here. I
thank particularly the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT) for his
work.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON), the distinguished chairman
of the Subcommittee on Human
Resources.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman very
much for yielding me this time and rise
in strong support of passage of this
Intercountry Adoption Act. The Sub-
committee on Human Resources of the
Committee on Ways and Means has
written legislation that has more than
doubled adoptions nationwide in Amer-
ica through good law, and we hope that
this Intercountry Adoption Act will
not only demonstrate America’s com-
mitment to the child, the birth parents
and the adoptive parents, all parties to
the adoption but will enable those
adoptions to move more smoothly and
more rapidly so that more children
throughout the world can find perma-
nent and loving homes.

The purpose of the Hague Convention
on Intercountry Adoption is to set the
rules for intercountry adoption that
will do three important things: first,
allow recognition of adoption among
the party countries; two, protect the
interests of all members of the adop-
tion triad; and, three, prevent illegal
child trafficking.

The Convention establishes an inter-
national set of principles and rules
that will govern intercountry adop-
tions. These rules provide for the first
time normal international recognition
of the process of intercountry adoption
and establish a minimum set of uni-
form standards governing international
adoptions.

The implementing legislation we
have before us today has been a long
time in coming. The number of people
that have been involved has been
iterated by previous speakers so I will
not reiterate those names; but it is fair
to say without six Members of this
House devoting really many hours to

this subject over the last 2 years, we
would not have this opportunity to
more fairly and honestly and effec-
tively govern international adoptions.

I would particularly like to recognize
the efforts of the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP). He is a member
of my subcommittee. He has been in-
volved in this issue many, many years;
and he has carried the major responsi-
bility on behalf of the Committee on
Ways and Means and myself on this
legislation. I also want to recognize the
work of Dr. Cassie Bevan, our chief of
staff, because not only did she write
the Safe Home and Families Act that
has done so much to increase adoptions
in America, but she was very instru-
mental in helping us find the language
that allowed us to come to agreement
on this bill and have it before Members
today.

There are two principles that gov-
erned the drafting of this imple-
menting legislation. First, the drafters
were careful to include in the imple-
menting legislation only those require-
ments that were specifically mandated
by the Convention. The Convention re-
quired the implementing country to,
among other things, designate a cen-
tral authority, establish an accredita-
tion process, and preserve adoption
records.

This legislation was not intended to
change domestic adoption practices or
provide for a larger Federal role in
nonconvention adoptions but was de-
signed to meet the specific require-
ments of the Hague Convention. Sec-
ondly, the drafters were mindful that
in the United States, family law is a
field in which States are preeminent.
Thus, this legislation was not viewed
as an opportunity to override State
laws. On the contrary, efforts to over-
ride State laws were resisted.

The Intercountry Adoption Act was
designed to put into practice certain
internationally agreed upon norms and
procedures. Among these are the estab-
lishment of an accreditation system
that will ensure that adoption agencies
and adoption lawyers engage in sound,
ethical adoption practices that recog-
nize the dignity of all the parties in-
volved.

Today, the Congress continues to
build an impressive record of pro-
moting adoption. I believe that H.R.
2909 along with the adoption tax credit,
the Multiethnic Placement Act, the
Adoption and Safe Families Act, and
the Foster Care Independence Act
shows our interest in making it easier
for children to find permanent, loving
families through adoption.

I congratulate the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) for his skillful
leadership and the intense interest of a
few Members, that handful of Members
on both sides of the aisle that have
made this bill possible and thank again
my staff, the staff of all the commit-
tees, and the office of the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) that helped us
get this crucial legislation to the floor.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY), a member of the Committee
on International Relations.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time. I am
grateful to many as I get up to speak
on this legislation, including the ma-
jority leadership for allowing this bill
to come up on the suspension calendar.
I am particularly grateful to the legis-
lators who played such critical roles in
getting this to the point where we can
now enact it. It is critical legislation.
Although this was not slated for House
floor action intentionally to coincide
with the birthday of the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), it
could not have been more appro-
priately timed because he has put in
such an extraordinary effort to bring it
to this point.

Let me put a personal face on this
issue. This is my daughter Kathryn. On
February 3, 1994, the very day that
Mother Teresa addressed the National
Prayer Breakfast about the importance
of adoption, Kathryn arrived on a
Northwest jet out at National Airport.
My wife and I went out and picked her
up. She has certainly deeply changed
our lives. It is a miracle, an absolute
miracle. Two years later we adopted a
son, a similar blessed event. We love
him just as much; I just do not happen
to have a poster of Scotty. I hope he
understands.

This miracle has many composite
points. As you look through them,
really it is not a miracle; but it is a
culmination of events, extraordinarily
important events. The miracle behind
Kathryn being my daughter today be-
gins with South Korea having a pri-
ority on the best interests of its chil-
dren, a priority that even usurps na-
tional pride to the dimension where
they cannot place when they do not
have capacity to place, they cannot
find the homes for the children who
need adoption, they have sought fami-
lies wherever they may be located, in-
cluding in our case, halfway around the
world from where Kathryn was born. It
takes a special country with special
values to hold the interests of its chil-
dren to the forefront in this way, and I
commend South Korea and all coun-
tries that facilitate the interests of
their children in this fashion.

Next, it takes quality programs
where the quality assurance of the
homes for placement is absolutely as-
sured, because it is not just about
sticking kids in some homes; it is
about quality families for these beau-
tiful children. I want to commend the
agency we worked with, Asia, the indi-
viduals at that agency, Ted Kim, Mary
Durr and Marilyn Regere, who were so
involved in our own adoption cir-
cumstances. They represented the very
finest in terms of quality assurance in
an adoption program.

We need and will by this legislation
make certain that there are the high-
est standards of quality. It is very im-
portant because the United States in
1998 alone received 16,000 children from
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around the world for placement with
United States families. Now, this is a
level of intercountry adoption activity
that will raise concern in some of these
countries where the children are com-
ing from. They want to make certain
these children are going to be provided
for in the ways that they have a right
to expect, safe environments, loving
homes, capacity to provide. We need to
make certain as the country accepting
these children into our families that
we address this concern by having
processes and procedures that are open,
that assure the highest levels of qual-
ity and that comport in all respects
with the international standards
agreed to between the many countries
of the Hague Convention.

Just a few weeks ago, I met with a
number of Russian judges who deal
with family adoption. They had ques-
tions about why the Hague Convention
had not yet been approved. I am very
pleased we will be able to answer those
questions with this action today. The
United States is completely committed
to providing the finest homes and fami-
lies for these beautiful children and our
action on this legislation makes that
very clear. Beyond that, the bill facili-
tates the coordination of adoption laws
across the country and I believe will
help families who so desperately want
to have the miracle of children that my
own family has gotten to experience re-
alize this goal through international
adoption, if not otherwise.

In conclusion, I would just say to
each of you who have been involved in
this legislation that you have helped
children find families and families find
children who need them. There is not a
thing we do in this body more impor-
tant than this task. I commend each of
you for your great work.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP), a
member of the Subcommittee on
Human Resources.

(Mr. CAMP asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of our bipartisan legis-
lation to strengthen the international
adoption process. I would like to com-
mend the leadership of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), chairman of the
subcommittee, and our leadership on
this important issue. I also have to
mention that the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the ranking
member, and also the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT) have
been very active on this issue; and I ap-
preciate all of their efforts to make
this bill a reality.

Of course, no bill comes to the floor
without the help of competent staff:
Kristen Gilley, David Abramowitz,
Mark Agrast, Joseph Reece, and espe-
cially Dr. Cassie Bevan of the Sub-

committee on Human Resources of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Our bill today is about families open-
ing their homes and their hearts to
children who need them. Before I came
to Congress, I represented families
seeking to adopt. There is nothing
more rewarding than seeing a mom and
dad bring home a new child into their
family through adoption. This bill will
help bring families together.

In the last 10 years, almost 100,000
children from other countries have
been adopted by U.S. families. That is
a doubling of international adoptions.
We adopt more children from abroad
than all other countries combined. In
1998 alone, over 15,000 children were
adopted by U.S. parents. This increase
has created many opportunities for
children to find loving homes. At the
same time with the sharp increase, we
have a responsibility to establish inter-
national standards to ensure that adop-
tions are safe, that they are in the best
interest of the child, the birth parents
and the adoptive parents.

Mr. Speaker, no important bill is
ever easy; but it is easy to work on leg-
islation where you can see up close the
impact it has on the lives of children
and their families. For that reason, the
United States in 1994 signed the Hague
Intercountry Adoption Convention,
which establishes basic international
procedures for concluding safe inter-
country adoptions. The Intercountry
Adoption Act, of which I am proud to
be an original cosponsor, implements
the Hague Convention. We were careful
to include in this implementing legis-
lation only what was specifically man-
dated by the convention.

b 1300

And, second, in U.S. law, especially
in U.S. family law and adoption, State
authority is assured. The bill estab-
lishes the State Department as a cen-
tral authority to monitor these adop-
tions and help adoptive parents in deal-
ing with officials in other countries.
The State Department will designate
one or more private, nonprofit organi-
zations to accredit U.S. adoption serv-
ice providers using strict standards of
ethics, competence, and financial
soundness. These accredited agencies
can then facilitate intercountry adop-
tions in other Hague countries.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I, again,
want to commend the gentleman from
New York (Chairman GILMAN), the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Chairman
JOHNSON), and everyone involved in our
bill, our leadership, especially the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), for
the hard work they put in for making
this bill possible.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the work
we have done will allow the other body
to quickly take up ratification of the
treaty and passage of our imple-
menting legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of our
bill.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his remarks. Mr.

Speaker, I do not have any further re-
quests for time and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply conclude
by saying I am sure that my family is
watching, and they heard the reference
by the gentleman from North Dakota
(Mr. POMEROY) to the agency that
placed Kathryn with the Pomeroy fam-
ily, and I do not want to leave the floor
and receive a telephone call, so I really
want to acknowledge the Holt Inter-
national Children’s Services in Eugene,
Oregon, giving me the greatest gift of
all, which was my daughter, Kara.

I particularly want to acknowledge
Susan Cox, who several years ago I en-
countered and engaged me in this par-
ticular legislation; but, as I said, in my
remarks, it certainly is a good day.

Mr. Speaker, it is a good day for
hopefully tens of thousands of children
all over this planet who will find a de-
serving home.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend all
of our Members who took part in to-
day’s debate and, once again, all of the
staff members who worked so dili-
gently to bring together this bipartisan
measure. And I, too, want to commend
the Holt agency. I am very familiar
with them; it was formerly the Pearl
Buck Group that started this agency.
They have done such good work in
bringing children and parents together,
and I want to thank particularly the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) as we gave him his gift for
his birthday today. I urge my col-
leagues to support this measure.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, our children are
our future and they represent our hopes and
dreams. Many families decide adoption is the
right path for them to build a family and we
should do all we can to promote life-affirming
policies like adoption. As an adoptive father, I
believe every child deserves love, shelter, se-
curity, and a permanent home yet the orphan-
ages around the world are filled with children
seeking loving homes and families. Many
Americans choose to adopt a child from an-
other country because they know they can
make a difference in a child’s life. America is
a rich country and our citizens are very gen-
erous in opening up their homes to orphans.
The Hague Intercountry Adoption Act builds
upon the spirit of the thousands of American
parents who have adopted their child from an-
other country.

I am a proud cosponsor of the Hague Inter-
country Adoption Act because I am committed
to ensuring intercountry adoption remains a
viable option for American families. American
families are very altruistic because they spend
thousands of dollars and are willing to travel to
a foreign country to build a family. Unfortu-
nately, some people took advantage of adop-
tive parents and legislation was needed. The
Hague Intercountry Adoption Act attempts to
guarantee the child’s safety and fully protects
the rights of the adoptive parents and birth
parents.
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In the days ahead, Congress must ensure

the process of crafting rules and regulations
for the Hague is done in an expeditious man-
ner. Congress must also ensure that the regu-
latory process is not abused and used in a
manner to reward the efforts of those who
failed to achieve their policy initiatives through
the legislative process. I strongly believe the
Central Authority must be fully staffed and
have personnel with adoption experience. In-
adequate staffing levels and/or lack of staff fa-
miliar about adoption policy could lead to a
dramatic decline in the number of intercountry
adoptions.

Today is a momentous day for adoption.
This legislation provides hope for orphaned
children worldwide and it will improve the lives
of countless children and families.

Mr. BURR of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
last summer I introduced legislation with Rep-
resentative BALLENGER that approached this
issue differently than H.R. 2909 as introduced.

Through the committee process, however,
we were able to reach a compromise between
H.R. 2342 and H.R. 2909. Through the efforts
of Chairman GILMAN and Ranking Member
GEJDENSON the legislation we are considering
today takes the best of both bills, and I would
like to thank them for their hard work in mov-
ing the process forward. I would also like to
thank Representative DELAHUNT, who perhaps
more than anyone in this body appreciates the
positive impact this legislation can have. He is
to be commended for his role in the process
as well.

I would like to extend a special thank you to
those parents of children adopted from over-
seas who contacted me with their concerns
and for sharing their experiences with me.
Their input was critically important, and I ap-
preciate their active interest in this legislation
and the process we have gone through.

It is an unfortunate reality that there are
people willing to exploit the vulnerability of
needy children and their prospective parents.
The willingness of these families to go through
the international adoption process, despite its
flaws, is testimony to their character. The pas-
sage of this legislation affirms our commitment
to creating a framework that better protects
children and their families in the future.

Despite our different approaches in address-
ing the problems faced by children and par-
ents in the international adoption process, it is
safe to say we all want the same thing—to
help those who want nothing more than to
provide a child with a loving home. It is my
firm belief that the legislation we are consid-
ering today will do just that, and I encourage
my colleagues to vote for this important bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
2909, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill,
as amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that pursuant to

clause 8 of rule XX, notwithstanding
the Chair’s previous announcement,
the Chair will postpone further pro-
ceedings today on each motion to sus-
pend the rules on which the yeas and
nays were ordered until later this
afternoon.

f

DISAPPROVING EXTENSION OF
NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT (NORMAL TRADE RELA-
TIONS TREATMENT) TO PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to the previous order of the House, I
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
103) disapproving the extension of the
waiver authority contained in section
402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974 with re-
spect to the People’s Republic of China,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of H.J. Res. 103 is as follows:
H.J. RES. 103

Resolved by the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Congress does not
approve the extension of the authority con-
tained in section 402(c) of the Trade Act of
1974 recommended by the President to Con-
gress on June 2, 2000, with respect to the
People’s Republic of China.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Mon-
day, July 17, 2000, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and a Member in
support of the joint resolution each
will control 1 hour.

Is there a Member in support of the
joint resolution?

Mr. BROWN of OHIO. Mr. Speaker, I
am in support of the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) will
control 1 hour of time.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.J.Res. 103.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, a little less than 2

months ago, the American people and
this House spoke out overwhelmingly
in favor of expanded trade with China.
With broad bipartisan support, we
passed a measure granting American
workers, farmers, and businesses un-
precedented access to China’s once-for-
bidden markets.

Agriculture exports alone are ex-
pected to triple with this increased
trade, and tariffs on American-made
goods will be slashed or eliminated en-
tirely in virtually every sector.

Mr. Speaker, as I have said many
times before, this clearly is a win for

the U.S. and her people. It is particu-
larly important that we stay engaged
with China so we can see the blessings
of individual freedom, democracy, and
move forward toward a free enterprise
society.

Mr. Speaker, given that, it is dis-
appointing that we must vote on this
issue yet again. Nevertheless, support
for continued normal trade with China
is stronger than it has ever been, and I
urge Members to keep this process on
track by opposing H.J. Res. 103.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, here in Congress, we
stand together in a commitment to-
ward the spread of democratic ideals
and the improvement of human rights.
But as we have helped encourage the
growth of democracy, many American
corporations promote practices that
work against all that Congress fosters
throughout the world.

During the weeks approaching the
vote for permanent NTR for the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, corporate CEOs
flocked to the Hill to lobby for in-
creased trade with China.

They talked about access to 1.2 bil-
lion consumers in China. What they did
not say was that their real interest is
in 1.2 billion Chinese workers, workers
whom they pay wages on the level of
slave labor.

These CEOs will tell us that increas-
ing trade with China will allow human
rights to improve. They will tell us
that democracy will flourish with in-
creased free trade. But as the CEOs
speak, their companies systematically
violate the most fundamental of
human and worker rights.

Companies such as Huffy and Nike
and WalMart are contracting Chinese
sweatshops to export to the United
States, often with the assistance of re-
pressive and corporate Chinese local
government authorities.

Mr. Speaker, 1,800 Huffy bicycle
workers in the U.S. lost their jobs as
Huffy in Ohio shut down its last three
remaining plants in the U.S. In July of
1988, Huffy fired 800 workers from its
Celina, Ohio, plant where workers
earned $17 an hour.

Huffy now outsources all of its pro-
duction to developing nations, such as
China, where laborers are forced to
work up to 15 hours a day, 7 days a
week and earn an average wage of 33
cents an hour. This is less than 2 per-
cent of what bicycle workers made in
Ohio.

The Qin Shi Handbag in China makes
Kathie Lee Gifford-line handbags for
WalMart. There are about a thousand
workers at the factory where they put
in 14-hour shifts, 7 days a week, often
30 days a month. The average wage at
the factory is 3 cents an hour.

Many workers live in a factory dor-
mitory where they are housed 16 to a
room. Their ID documents have been
confiscated, and they are allowed to
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leave the factory for an hour and a half
a day. For half of all factory workers,
rent for the dormitory exceeds their
wages.

The workers earn, in fact, nothing at
all. In fact, they owe the company
money. These people are indentured
servants for WalMart or, most of us
would say, slave labor.

Developing democratic nations such
as India are losing out to more totali-
tarian nations such as China, where
people are not free and the workers do
as they are told. Developing demo-
cratic nations such as Taiwan lose out
to authoritarian developing nations,
such as Indonesia, because the work-
force is stable and docile and does as
their told.

In the post-Cold War decade, the
share of developing countries’ exports
to the United States for democratic na-
tions fell from 53 percent in 1989 to 35
percent last year.

Corporate America wants to do busi-
ness with countries with docile
workforces that earn below-poverty
wages and are not allowed to organize
to bargain collectively.

In manufacturing goods, developing
democracies’ share of developing coun-
try exports fell 20 percentage points.
Corporations are relocating their man-
ufacturing base from democratic devel-
oping nations to authoritarian regimes
where the workers do not talk back for
fear of being punished.

Western corporations want to invest
in countries that have below-poverty
wages; that have poor environmental
standards; that have no worker bene-
fits; that have no opportunities to bar-
gain collectively. As developing na-
tions make progress toward democ-
racy, as they increase worker rights
and create regulations to protect the
environment, what we do in the devel-
oped democratic world, the American
business community punishes those
democratic developing countries by
pulling their trade and their invest-
ment in favor of totalitarian countries.

They like China a lot more than they
like democratic India. Corporate Amer-
ica likes Indonesia much more than
they like Taiwan.

Decisions about the Chinese economy
are made by three groups: the Chinese
Communist Party, the People’s Libera-
tion Army, and wealthy Western inves-
tors. All of them control a significant
amount of the business that exports to
the U.S. and Western investors.

Mr. Speaker, which one of these
three, the People’s Liberation Army,
the Chinese Communist Party, Western
investors, which one of these three
want to empower workers? Does the
Chinese Communist Party want the
Chinese people to enjoy increased
human rights? I do not think so. Does
the People’s Liberation Army want to
close the slave labor camps? I do not
think so. Do Western investors want
Chinese workers to bargain collec-
tively to get a little bigger piece of the
pie? I do not think so.

None of these groups, Mr. Speaker,
none of these groups, the People’s Lib-

eration Army, the Chinese Communist
Party, and Western investors, none of
these groups have any interests in
changing the current situation in
China. If they did, they would choose
democratic India and democratic Tai-
wan.

None of these groups have any inter-
est in changing the current situation
in China. All three, Western investors,
the Communist Party of China, the
People’s Liberation Army, all three
profit too much from the status quo to
want to see human rights and labor
rights improve in China.

Congress should not tolerate the
working conditions that exist in Chi-
nese factories. Congress should care
about how American corporations are
behaving outside of our borders.

I urge my colleagues, Mr. Speaker, to
reject MFN and vote for the Rohr-
abacher resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair announces that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) will be managing the time for
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER).

There was no objection.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30

minutes of my time, for purposes of
control, to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), my distinguished col-
league.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) will control 30 minutes
of the time of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. CRANE).

There was no objection.
Mr. BROWN of OHIO. Mr. Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent to yield 30 min-
utes of my time to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and that
he may then yield time as he sees fit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) will control
30 minutes of the time for the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

There was no objection.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, as we all know, we had

a very thorough and informed debate in
the House just a few months ago on
these very issues. The spotlight is now
on the Senate. There is a clear major-
ity there for passage of permanent
NTR, and I express the hope of many of
us that there can be full debate on the
Senate side and action there expedi-
tiously, which I think should mean
within the next few weeks.

I want to dwell on the major chal-
lenges ahead, because clearly the U.S.-
China economic relationships are at
the beginning of a new phase; they are
far from their final form. So I believe
there is a need to focus on these chal-
lenges, and we cannot simply put our
economic relationships and our broader
relationships with China on automatic
pilot.

As we know, there were major provi-
sions in the legislation that passed the

House that attempt to address these
very critical challenges, and we need to
focus on their effective implementa-
tion. The legislation set up a high-level
executive congressional commission to
be a continuing watchdog and a cre-
ative force in the area of human rights,
including worker rights.

We need to be sure during this ses-
sion that that legislation is adequately
funded. We need to be sure that the ap-
pointees to this vital high-level com-
mission have the interest and the de-
termination to make that commission
work, as the Helsinki Commission has
worked, and, if I might express the
hope, even more so.

b 1315

We need to be sure that this commis-
sion gets off to a strong start. I hope
whatever the point of view may be in
terms of PNTR that all of us will join
together on both sides of the aisle and
within each caucus and conference to
make sure that happens.

The legislation also calls for strong
monitoring and enforcement of Chinese
trade-related commitments and, as the
chairman of the committee indicated,
there are numerous, indeed essentially
innumerable commitments. There also
in the legislation is a strong anti-surge
mechanism to make sure that there is
a safeguard against major loss of
American jobs in any specific sector.
We need to be sure that the requests
for adequate funding that have come
on behalf of the Commerce Department
and USTR to carry out these critical
monitoring enforcement duties are
fully funded in the appropriation proc-
esses.

Those processes are far from com-
plete when it comes to these aspects.

We also need to be sure that the on-
going discussions in Geneva, in the
working group on China, that in these
discussions in Geneva the administra-
tion continues to press for a regular
annual review within the WTO of these
commitments by China.

I see that we have been joined by the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER), with whom I have had the chance
to work on these very provisions, as
well as the chairman of the sub-
committee and the ranking member of
the full committee and the chairman of
the full committee. I think all of us
join in indicating the importance of
the implementation process of these
provisions.

In a word, we need now to focus on
the future. We are far closer to the be-
ginning than to the end of the chal-
lenges that we face in our economic re-
lationships with China. China, as it
grows, is already 1,200,000,000 people
and is projected to become the second
largest national economy within 20
years. We need to focus on these chal-
lenges as China emerges from 50 years
as a state-controlled economy and with
state abuses of human rights and indi-
vidual freedoms. So today I urge my
colleagues to vote no on this resolution
and to join together to continue on
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this important and difficult road of
confronting the challenges ahead.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
QUINN). The Chair would remind Mem-
bers that it is not in order to urge cer-
tain Senate action, as recorded on page
181 of the House Rules Manual.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced H.J.
Res. 103 to disapprove the President’s
annual certification of the so-called
normal trade relations with China, and
I have no allusions that this bill will
overturn the House vote on permanent
normal trade relations. But I have in-
troduced this bill because we need to
pay attention as to what has happened
in China and throughout the world
since we voted for permanent normal
trade relations with China.

I believe the American public has the
right to hear about events and the
events in China that followed the mega
million dollar propaganda campaign
that was waged by U.S. corporations in
order to acquire the approval of Con-
gress for PNTR.

PNTR, let us remember, is a tax-
payer subsidy for corporations; in-
cludes, and that is the most important
provision for these companies, a tax-
payer subsidy in the form of loan guar-
antees and actual interest guarantees
and loan guarantees to companies that
are closing their factories in the
United States and opening them in
China.

What we are talking about is Amer-
ican workers being taxed in order to
support the transfer of thousands of
jobs to low-paying labor mills in China.
That is what PNTR was all about, and
it was sold to us as something totally
different. It told to us that there would
be many benefits of PNTR.

Well, the day after the PNTR vote,
the media began reporting what the
real story behind the corporate lob-
bying campaign was all about, even
though during the debate for PNTR we
heard that it was all about selling
American products which, of course, is
not the case. But after the vote, the
truth began to emerge. A May 25 Wall
Street Journal article put it very
bluntly. Quote, ‘‘even before the first
vote was cast by Congress and while
the debate in Washington focused on
U.S. exports, the multinationals had
something very different in mind.’’
Quote, ‘‘this is about investment in
China, not about exports,’’ said an
economist for a major U.S. financial
firm.

So I am including several articles for
the RECORD, Mr. Speaker.
[From the Wall Street Journal, May 25, 2000]

OPENING DOORS: CONGRESS’S VOTE PRIMES
U.S. FIRMS TO BOOST INVESTMENTS IN CHINA

DEBATE FOCUSED ON EXPORTS, BUT FOR MANY
COMPANIES, GOING LOCAL IS THE GOAL:
‘‘LOOKING FOR PREDICTABILITY’’

(By Helene Cooper and Ian Johnson)
The China investment rush is on.

Even before the first vote was cast yester-
day in Congress’s decision to permanently
normalize U.S. trade with China, Corporate
America was making plans to revolutionize
the way it does business on the mainland.
And while the debate in Washington focused
mainly on the probable lift for U.S. exports
to China, many U.S. multinationals have
something different in mind.

‘‘This deal is about investment, not ex-
ports,’’ says Joseph Quinlan, an economist
with Morgan Stanley Dean Witter & Co.,
‘‘U.S. foreign investment is about to over-
take U.S. exports as the primary means by
which U.S. companies deliver goods to
China.’’

Michael T. Byrnes, chief representative of
Rockwell International Corp.’s China divi-
sion, seconds that: ‘‘In China, that’s the di-
rection we’re going.’’

Yesterday, by a vote of 237–197, the U.S.
House of Representatives gave its approval
for the world’s largest communist nation to
become a card-carrying member of the ulti-
mate capitalist club, the World Trade Orga-
nization.

The hotly contested House vote was por-
trayed by proponents as a historical water-
shed. It was ‘‘the most important vote we
[have] cast in our congressional careers,’’
said Rep. Bill Archer, House Ways and Means
chairman.

The vote perfectly punctuates the end of
the 20th-century struggle between com-
munism and capitalism for dominance of the
world economy. Capitalism won. With Chi-
na’s entry into the WTO, free markets and
free trade have emerged as the unchallenged
global standard for business.

The vote also cements a legacy for Bill
Clinton. He will now be viewed by history as
a president who firmly opposed protectionist
forces within his own party, winning ap-
proval for the North American Free Trade
Agreement in 1993, the WTO in 1994 and, fi-
nally, permanent normalization of trade
with China. After yesterday’s vote, Mr. Clin-
ton said: ‘‘This is a good day for America.
Ten years from now we’ll look back on this
day and be glad we did this.’’

For business, which spent millions of dol-
lars on advertising and lobbied vigorously
for this outcome, the consequences are more
practical, but no less far-reaching. In the
tense weeks leading up to last night’s vote,
business lobbyists emphasized the beneficial
effect the agreement would have on U.S. ex-
ports to China. They played down its likely
impact on investment, leery of sounding sup-
portive of labor union arguments that the
deal would prompt companies to move U.S.
production to China.

But many businessmen concede that in-
vestment in china is the prize. Consider Mr.
Byrnes’s company, Rockwell, a Milwaukee-
based maker of automation and aviation
equipment. In 1987, Rockwell invested in a
small cable factory in the southern city of
Xiamen that produces about $3 million worth
of equipment a year for the China market.

Like many foreign companies in the 1980s,
Rockwell was allowed to invest only if it en-
tered a joint venture, a messy arrangement
that required Rockwell to cooperate with
four local partners, all of them state-owned.
The experience so frustrated Rockwell that
it never invested in another factory in
China, preferring instead to export as much
as $200 million worth of products each year
to China from the U.S. and other countries.

Now, Rockwell says that’s likely to
change. The WTO agreement, Rockwell
hopes, will encourage China to abide by
international rules, such as publishing regu-
latory changes and making transparent the
workings of its bureaucracy. ‘‘We’re looking
for predictability, rehability,’’ Mr. Byrnes
says. With that, Rockwell expects to set up

more factories. ‘‘My advice back to the head-
quarters,’’ Mr. Byrnes says, ‘‘is WTO makes
things more predictable for investing.’’

Technically, yesterday’s vote in the House
has no direct bearing on China’s entry into
the World Trade Organization. That was all
but assured last week when the European
Union completed negotiation of a broad
trade agreement with China, following a
similar agreement with the U.S. last year.
But under WTO rules, China still couldn’t
enter the group until Congress provided per-
manent normal trading relations with
China—rescinding the law under which Chi-
na’s trade status came up for a vote each
year.

If the measure hadn’t passed, China would
have had the right to deny U.S. companies
the access to its markets that it is extending
to other WTO members.

Now that that hurdle is cleared, the agree-
ments to let China into the WTO will prob-
ably boost exports to the country by low-
ering its tariffs on a host of products. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture estimates
that American farm exports to China will
rise by $2 billion within five years. U.S. and
foreign moviemakers also expect to do more
business in China, where their combined an-
nual quota will rise to 40 releases from 10.

Equipment manufacturer Caterpillar Inc.,
exports about $200 million of tractors and
other construction equipment to China a
year, a figure that has roughly tripled in the
past few years as China has pushed an ambi-
tious infrastructure program, says Dick
Kahler, president of Caterpillar China Co.
WTO entry will cut tariffs to 10% from 20%,
making Caterpillar’s products even more af-
fordable to Chinese customers. ‘‘We don’t see
why we can’t continue to see that kind of
growth,’’ Mr. Kahler says.

Indeed, the fear among many in China is
that local businesses will be swamped by for-
eign goods. A play that premiered in Beijing
yesterday titled ‘‘Made in China’’ tells the
story of a beleaguered Chinese cosmetics
maker fighting a flood of foreign imports.
‘‘Chinese factory managers are terrified
about the low tariffs,’’ says the play’s direc-
tor, Wang Shaoying.

Still, if the strategic plans of American
companies are anything to go by, U.S. ex-
ports aren’t the big trade story here. ‘‘U.S.
exports will increase, over time,’’ says Greg
Mastel, director of global economic policy at
the New America Foundation, a Washington
think tank. ‘‘But not at the rate of invest-
ment, and the corporate community has
been quiet about that. They’ve been able to
avoid telling that story.’’

That story reflects a simple business fun-
damental: Companies need to be closer to
their customers. And China has 1.2 billion
potential customers.

Direct foreign investment in China already
has burgeoned. It totaled $45 billion in 1998,
according to a January study by A.T.
Kearney Inc., the Chicago management con-
sulting firm. Last year, after the onset of the
Asian financial crisis and a slowdown in the
Chinese economy, the total shrank to $40 bil-
lion. Now, many economists expect invest-
ment in China will resume rising, by as
much as 15% to 20% a year.

With WTO membership, China agrees to
allow foreign-owned dealership and distribu-
tion services, a big boost for auto makers
and heavy-equipment manufacturers. U.S.
banks, too, will get a crack at a market to-
taling 1.1 trillion yuan ($132.88 billion), in
terms of loans outstanding. U.S. lenders ulti-
mately will have unlimited access for the
first time to manage the deposits of Chinese
citizens and to lend to individuals and cor-
porations. And foreign asset managers will
be allowed to establish joint-venture fund-
management firms.
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Consider Motorola Inc.’s China plans. Mo-

torola has just developed a $600 combination
computer and wireless phone, called
Accompli, which it makes entirely in China.
‘‘It has really clever Chinese features, all
done based on market research in China,’’
says Motorola Chairman Chris Galvin. Al-
ready, Motorola has China sales of about $3
billion each year.

When it officially joins the WTO later this
year, China will allow foreign companies 49%
ownership of telecommunications carriers,
and 50% two years later—compared with
nothing today. Mr. Galvin believes that will
be a huge opportunity for Motorola as its
Chinese customer base expands. Motorola
also plans to invest in Chinese Internet ven-
tures, he says.

In Shanghai, General Motors Corp.’s Buick
Regal is in the second year of production at
a factory that cost more than $1 billion to
build. About 60% of the car is made locally,
says Larry Zahner, president of GM China
Group. Much of the rest, about $250 million a
year, is imported from North America, most-
ly from Michigan. But even with China in
the WTO—which should eliminate Chinese
rules requiring local content—the Detroit
company expects to raise the local content
of its cars manufactured in Shanghai to 80%
or 90%, Mr. Zahner says.

Eastman Kodak Co. is well into plans to
invest $1 billion on manufacturing plants in
China. Kodak expects China will leapfrog the
U.S. as Kodak’s biggest market by 2025. To
that end, Kodak has been boosting its manu-
facturing capacity there, as well as encour-
aging smaller investors to open Kodak Ex-
press processing stores.

European and Japanese multinationals
have been drawing up their plans as well.
Germany’s Volkswagen AG and Japan’s Toy-
ota Motor Corp. have big Chinese investment
plans on the drawing board. In an era when
new models are rolled out with increasing
frequency, factories can’t wait months for
parts to be shipped around the world. As a
rule of thumb, auto companies want their
suppliers to locate within 250 miles of the
final assembly plant.

Many of the biggest trade concessions
China made in return for its acceptance into
the WTO are in banking, insurance and other
services. New York Life Insurance Co. is one
insurer already planning to set up a joint-
venture with a Chinese partner, though it
hasn’t made public the amount it wants to
invest. Just after the vote yesterday, New
York Life International’s chief executive,
Gary Benanav, was preparing to hop on a
flight to China. ‘‘As quickly as possible, we
are going to apply for a license to enter the
life-insurance market,’’ he said.

American International Group already has
pumped hundreds of millions of dollars into
China, mostly to set up offices, train Chinese
insurance agents and to ingratiate itself
with local regulators by plowing collected
premiums back into Chinese infrastructure
projects. It also is expected to be among the
first to set up a fund-management joint ven-
ture.

Even agriculture companies are getting in
on the act. Poultry giant Perdue Farms Inc.
is ratcheting up its investment in China with
a joint venture for a processing plant and
hatchery near Shanghai.

Beijing is well aware that entry into the
WTO will bring a rush of foreign investment.
Indeed, that’s a big reason why, after years
of dragging its feet, China has in the past
two years aggressively pursued WTO entry—
to bring in the money needed to keep the
economy growing and modernizing.

CHINA WARNS ‘‘NO MORE CONCESSIONS’’ TO
GET INTO WTO

GENEVA (Reuters)—A senior Chinese offi-
cial declared Friday that his country could

make no more concessions on opening up
markets for goods and services in its bid to
join the World Trade Organization (WTO).

China’s lead WTO negotiator, vice-minister
for foreign trade Long Yongtu, issued his
warning at a formal meeting of diplomats
from most of the body’s 137 member states
who are working to wrap up the terms of
Beijing’s entry.

Some countries, said Long, ‘‘have raised
some unreasonable requests, either requiring
China to undertake obligations exceeding
the WTO rules, or insisting that China can-
not enjoy its rights under the rules . . .

‘‘We will never accept further requests
that China should undertake obligations ex-
ceeding those for ordinary WTO members,
and nor will we allow ourselves to have the
rights that we should have to be impaired or
even taken away,’’ he added.

Long’s trenchant statement came as Bei-
jing’s 14-year effort to become a formal part
of the global trading community appeared
moving into its final lap.

Diplomats said his remarks were largely
aimed at developing countries—including
India and several Latin American states—
who are seeking to come fully under the um-
brella of china’s bilateral accords with the
United States and the European Union.

Many of these countries are bidding to win
the same right to impose so-called safeguard
restrictions as were written into the U.S.-
China pact on surges of Chinese imports of
textile goods that might threaten the sur-
vival domestic producers.

SUBSIDIES ALSO AN ISSUE

But diplomats said there were other
areas—like how subsidies were assessed and
balance-of-payments measures treated—
where the language of both U.S. and EU ac-
cords with China was drafted to be a specific
to bilateral trading relations. Many emerg-
ing economies want the terms of these ac-
cords to be fully ‘‘multilateralized’’’—or
written into the final documents setting out
the terms of china’s entry and therefore ap-
plicable to all WTO members.

Speaking at a news conference, Long said
his government was ‘‘determined and pre-
pared’’ to honor all its agreements on WTO
entry, but could not accept overall terms
that went beyond the current rules of the or-
ganization.

Envoys said the row, which was unlikely to
become a major obstacle to Chinese entry by
the end of this year, was a reflection of the
negotiations were now in the end-game.

‘‘Many countries are upping the ante to try
to win something extra at the last moment,’’
said one negotiator. ‘‘Everyone realizes that
Chinese entry will bring momentous changes
for the organization.’’

ENTRY TALKS SEEN POSITIVE

Despite the controversy, both Long and
Pierre-Louis Girard, Swiss chairman of the
WTO Working Party on Chinese accession,
said the atmosphere during the past week of
formal and informal talks had been positive.

‘‘Everybody seems pretty serious about
getting this done so China can come in by
the end of the year,’’ a senior U.S. official
who attended the session told reporters.

In a sign of advance, China Friday wrapped
up a bilateral accord with Costa Rica—which
had been seeking wider access for its tropical
fruit and coffee exports—and appeared close
to a final accord with Switzerland. Other
agreements remain to be completed with
Mexico, Guatemala and ?

Diplomats said the Working party would
meet with Long and his team again in Gene-
va in the last two weeks of July and that the
aim then would be to complete the major ad-
mission documents—a Protocol of Accession
and a Working Party Report.

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 5, 2000]

CHINA UNICOM SCRAPS PLAN LINKED TO
QUALCOMM DEAL

(By Matt Forney)

BEIJING—China’s No. 2 phone company has
confirmed it won’t use a mobile-phone tech-
nology designed by Qualcomm Corp., of the
U.S. for at least three years—a decision that
could reverberate from Silicon Valley to
Washington.

China’s promise to open its markets to
Qualcomm’s current generation of cell-phone
technology was key to it earning U.S. sup-
port to join the World Trade Organization,
the Geneva-based group that sets global
trade rules.

Last year, Premier Zhu Rongji personally
assured U.S. Commerce Secretary William
Daley that China would open its markets to
San Diego-based Qualcomm’s code-division
multiple access, or CDMA, technology, ac-
cording to people in the room at the time, a
decision that was supposed to result in mil-
lions of Chinese subscribers using Qualcomm
technology by the end of this year.

But after China’s entry into WTO was
stalled by the U.S. last year—and the Chi-
nese embassy in Yugoslavia was bombed—
China’s enthusiasm for Qualcomm’s tech-
nology likewise faded. As China’s WTO bid
picked up steam last autumn and was en-
dorsed by the U.S. last November,
Qualcomm’s fortunes in China rose, culmi-
nating in it signing a ‘‘framework’’ agree-
ment with Unicom in February. But
Qualcomm then ran into problems with
China over the amount of its technology
that would be produced locally.

The delays meant Qualcomm was starting
to make little economic sense to China—an-
alysts said it would be wasteful for China to
pour billions into a technology that would
become dated in a few years when companies
start rolling out next-generation mobile-
phone technology.

‘‘The company has planned to provide
CDMA services this summer,’’ said a rep-
resentative for China United Telecommuni-
cations Corp., or Unicom, who was quoted in
the state-run Xinhua news agency Sunday.
Unicom canceled the project because ‘‘the
timing of constructing a narrow-band CDMA
system has become unfavorable,’’ he said.

‘‘Narrow band’’ refers to Qualcomm’s cur-
rently available CDMA technology. The
spokesman said he expected Unicom to use
Qualcomm’s next-generation, or ‘‘wide-
band,’’ CDMA technology in around 2003. But
the spokesman also said that the February
agreement, in which Unicom agreed to li-
cense some form of CDMA equipment from
Qualcomm, ‘‘could be canceled.’’

Over the past week, Unicom sent mixed
messages on whether it would use
Qualcomm’s technology, causing a sell-off of
the company’s stock, which had risen more
than 20-fold last year but has sunk 60% from
its January high.

CHINA WARY OF ITS PRIVATE SECTOR

(By Charles Hutzler)

BEIJING—President Jiang Zemin, worried
about the Communist Party’s slipping hold
on a fast-changing China, has ordered the
party to set up cells in the country’s thriv-
ing private sector, state media reported yes-
terday.

Mr. Jiang’s speech to party officials Sun-
day underscored the leadership’s growing
anxieties about the challenges global eco-
nomic change is bringing to its monopoly
rule. As more Chinese find work outside the
government and decrepit state industries,
free markets, not fiats from Beijing, hold
sway.
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Mr. Jiang, who heads the 61 million-mem-

ber Communist Party, said the organization
must improve its leadership and ‘‘strengthen
its combat capabilities . . . so that the party
can direct China’s modernization drive and
secure the country’s power in the midst of
fierce international competition.’’

He noted the private sector’s importance
in China’s economy. Private companies need
party organizations ‘‘to guarantee the
healthy development of the sector,’’ Mr.
Jiang said in remarks carried by the official
Xinhua News Agency.

Those cells ‘‘should work hard to unite and
educate entrepreneurs to advocate various
policies of the party, run businesses accord-
ing to law and protect the employees’ inter-
ests,’’ Mr. Jiang said.

It was not clear how the party would put
Mr. Jiang’s order into effect. But if realized,
the plan could bring a marked change to the
freewheeling private sector. State firms have
always had party representatives, and de-
spite 20 years of free-market reforms, they
often wield more power than enterprise man-
agers.

Businesses outside state control now ac-
count for 60 percent of China’s $990 billion
economy. That portion is projected to grow
after China’s expected entry into the World
Trade Organization later this year opens
many long-protected Chinese markets.

Foreign businesses are likely to increase
investment in China.

CHINA POP DE-FIZZED

WHY THINGS GO BETTER FOR COKE WITHOUT AH-
MEI ON ITS BILLBOARDS.

(By Charles Lane)
In a time of tension between China and

Taiwan, Zhang Huimei brought people to-
gether. The diminutive Taiwanese pop sing-
er, who goes by the stage name Ah-mei, sells
millions of CD’s on both sides of the Taiwan
Strait. Last year 45,000 screaming fans
caught her Madonna-like act in a govern-
ment authorized Beijing concert.

American business, too, recognized her
star power. Coca-Cola, seeking to harness
her popularity to sell its products in the
mainland Chinese market, spent millions on
TV, radio and billboard ads for Sprite, fea-
turing Ah-mei.

But Ah-mei’s career in the People’s Repub-
lic came to a screeching halt when she
agreed to sing Taiwan’s national anthem at
the May 20 inauguration of Taiwan’s newly
elected president, Chen Shui-bian, whom
Beijing considers excessively interested in
independence for the island nation. Her vid-
eos and music were immediately banned on
state-controlled media in China.

And Chinese authorities notified Coke that
its Ah-mei ads would also henceforth be ver-
boten. Beijing tried to portray this as a re-
sponse to public outrage at Ah-mei’s per-
formance in Taipei. But there’s been public
outrage over the massacre at Tienanmen
Square, and the Communist government
hasn’t deferred to that. The banning of Ah-
mei was clearly linked to Beijing’s broader
attempt to enforce its increasingly hard line
against Taiwan.

This blatant censorship was a frontal at-
tack on Coca-Cola’s freedom of expression,
and Ah-mei’s, and that of her fans, too. It
was also an attack on Coke’s bottom line.
After the first six weeks of Ah-mei Sprite TV
ads in 1999, Coke claimed that consumer
awareness of the brand had doubled, and
sales had grown substantially.

So how did this most American of multi-
nationals fight back? A lawsuit? A plea for
help from the U.S. government? Actually,
Coke rolled over, without a peep of protest.
The company was ‘‘unhappy’’ about the ban,
says Robert Baskin, the company’s director

of media relations, but ‘‘as a local business,
we will respect the authority of local regu-
lators and we will abide by their decisions.’’

Trade and investment with the People’s
Republic has sometimes been sold as a kind
of universal political solvent: The more U.S.
firms get involved in the Chinese economy,
the theory goes, the better the chances that
American political values will, over time,
penetrate the Communist-run society as
well. We heard a lot of this during the recent
debate over permanent normal trading sta-
tus for China. The case of Coke’s Ah-mei ads
provides a rough test of how well this argu-
ment stands up in the here and now.

To be sure, you could argue that the fact
that China felt constrained to justify its ban
on the big U.S. firm’s ads represents a kind
of progress. Coke’s presence in China is, of
course, not hurting the Chinese people. Inso-
far as it provides jobs, income and tasty car-
bonated beverages, it makes life better and,
in economic terms, freer. Coke runs a schol-
arship program that supports some 700 low-
income Chinese university students.

Nor is Coke the first American firm to
alter its advertising in China for political
reasons. Two years ago Apple Computer ac-
tually censored itself, voluntarily removing
images of the Dalai Lama—living symbol of
Tibetan resistance to Chinese domination—
from its ‘‘Think Different’’ ads in Hong
Kong. A spokesperson for the company said
at the time that ‘‘where there are political
sensitivities, we did not want to offend any-
one’’—i.e., Apple didn’t want to incur the
wrath of Beijing by even seeming to urge
Chinese citizens to think different about
Tibet. (Coke will continue to use its Ah-mei
ads in Hong Kong and Taiwan.)

The point is that in the struggle over what
values ultimately reign in China, the Chi-
nese state is hardly helpless against the im-
pact of American commerce. When pushed,
firms such as Coke will be flexible about
freedom of speech—and even, it seems, sac-
rifice some short-term profits—if they deem
it necessary to preserve the long-term mar-
ket access conferred by a prickly authori-
tarian government. And who can blame
them? Coke and other multinationals are
fundamentally economic, not political, insti-
tutions. They have to answer to their share-
holders.

The Chinese regime’s priorities are equally
clear: it wants economic development; it
wants foreign investment; it wants Sprite; it
even tolerates entertainment imported from
the renegade province across the Taiwan
Strait. But what it really wants more than
any of those things is ideological purity on
such vital issues as Taiwan’s political status.
If your company won’t accommodate itself
to that hierarchy of values, Beijing will find
a competitor who will. The Chinese Com-
munist Party is a political institution. And
it answers to no one.

Thus is a mighty Atlanta-based multi-
national with $20 billion in annual global
sales reduced to an obedient ‘‘local busi-
ness.’’

PLA-FIRMS PLAN ‘‘COMPLETED’’
XIAO YU

Beijing says it has completed its pro-
gramme of removing thousands of firms from
ownership by the military and judicial de-
partments, in an effort to cut corruption.

Figures now made available, although in-
complete, show that the PLA and depart-
ments of the judiciary used to own 37,670
businesses. By April 19, 459—52 percent—had
been disbanded. Of these, 3,928 belonged to
the PLA and 15,531 to judicial bodies.

In the past two years, local authorities
have taken over 2,956 companies and firms
from the PLA and 3,536 from judicial bodies.

The PLA has kept 1,346 business enterprises
under its wings and judicial bodies have re-
tained 4,757 ventures. The PLA includes not
just the military but also the armed police
forces. Similarly, judicial bodies cover the
police, prosecutors and courts.

President Jiang Zemin made the decision
for the PLA and judiciary to spin off their
business interests in 1998. It was seen as a
major move to curb rampant corruption and
smuggling.

First announcing completion of the pro-
gramme in May, Vice President Hu Jintao
reiterated Beijing’s determination to stop
the ‘‘serious harm’’ of military-backed busi-
ness ventures.

‘‘These companies take advantage of their
special connection and enjoy all kinds of
perks. Some even make use of the army,
armed police and judicial organs to run mo-
nopolies, compete for profits against private
business and threaten fair trade,’’ he said.

Mr. Hu said army and judicial bodies must
be run with government funding and he
urged all levels of government to guarantee
their budgets.

TRAVELERS INSURANCE, SAFECO LOSE CHINA
OPERATING LICENSES

(12 June 2000) The Beijing representative
offices of three foreign insurance companies
in China have had their licenses revoked by
the China Insurance Regulatory Commission
(CIRC), Zhongguo Xinwen She (China News
Service) reported on June 12.

These include two U.S.-based firms—Trav-
elers Insurance (a member of Citigroup) and
Safeco (US) Co.—and the Hong Kong-based
Gui-Jiang Insurance Agency Co.

As stated in the article, the CIRC claims
these firms ‘‘have violated the relevant in-
surance rules and regulations of China.’’

These regulations include: changing an op-
erations’ address without approval; failing to
submit annual work reports to regulatory
authorities regarding the work of the rep-
resentative office; and failing to submit an-
nual reports to regulatory authorities of the
companies represented.

According to China News Service, CIRC of-
ficials believe the foreign rep offices ‘‘seri-
ously violated the ‘Administrative Rules Re-
garding Representative Offices of Foreign In-
surance Companies in China.’ ’’

The official also said that some representa-
tive offices of foreign insurance companies
continue to violate relevant rules.

Last year, the CIRC designated the ‘‘Ad-
ministrative Rules’’ as the primary guide to
regulating foreign insurance companies.

By the end of last year, there were 113 for-
eign-invested insurance institutions from 17
economies working in China through nearly
200 representative offices in 14 cities.

China’s $70 billion annual trade sur-
plus with the United States will con-
tinue to grow; and since the PNTR
vote, Beijing is continuing its massive
buildup in its military arena. There are
new reports of the transfer of Chinese
weapons of mass destruction and other
types of deadly technologies to rogue
nations. At the same time, this regime
is attempting to galvanize inter-
national opposition to the United
States in our efforts to build a missile
defense system.

Since the vote on PNTR, the Chinese
military has continued its missile
buildup and has continued to call for
the democratic government in Taiwan
to surrender and become subject to
Beijing. In addition, Beijing is now at-
tempting to buy more naval destroyers
from Russia, armed with the deadly
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Sunburn nuclear-capable anti-ship mis-
siles that were developed in Russia for
one reason, to destroy American air-
craft carriers.

Since the PNTR vote, the Communist
regime in Beijing has contracted for
two more of these deadly naval weap-
ons systems. Since the PNTR vote,
there has been no move toward demo-
cratic reform or credible rule of law in
China.

Now, these are all things we were
told was going to happen, all the good
things that would happen if Congress
just showed our goodwill by voting for
permanent normal trade relations. In-
stead, things have gone in the opposite
direction. Jiang Zemin and his party
have intensified the crackdowns on re-
ligion and on the media and within the
academic community. The regime’s
quasi-Maoist anti-rightist campaign
has spread throughout China since our
vote on PNTR. Since our vote on
PNTR, the State-run media has called
the Dalai Lama a rapist and a can-
nibal, end of quote. This, of course,
while the Communist regime in Beijing
continues to commit its genocide in
Tibet.

Ominously, after our PNTR vote the
regime issued a decree ordering Com-
munist political cells to be formed in
all private corporations.

Now we have been sold this bill of
goods. We have been sold a bill of
goods: Vote for permanent normal
trade relations and things are going to
go in the opposite direction. However,
since our vote on PNTR, things have
been going in the wrong direction.
They continue to escalate going in pre-
cisely the opposite direction than we
were told would happen if we simply
would show a sign of good faith by giv-
ing permanent normal trade relations,
which means subsidies to American
corporations to invest and create fac-
tories in China; if we just do that,
things will get better and there will be
improvements along these other lines.

We have heard repeatedly that U.S.
information technology in China is key
to promoting democracy and free
speech. However, since the PNTR vote,
the Chinese Communist security serv-
ices have stepped up their use of ad-
vanced western technology to do what?
To crack down on Internet users.
Sadly, during the past month, U.S.
companies in China have ignored pleas
for human rights and have ignored re-
quests for them to speak out for people
who were arrested or in some way
under attack for some policy agree-
ment with the Communist Chinese re-
gime.

U.S. corporations have been compli-
ant, thus, with Communist censorship.
Who is having an effect on whom here?
Is our engagement with them making
them more democratic or are they cor-
rupting our process and undermining
America’s commitment to freedom and
democracy?

For example, after the PNTR vote,
the music of one of the most popular
female singers in China, who happens

to be from Taiwan, was banned because
she sang at the inauguration of Tai-
wan’s democratically elected Presi-
dent. Subsequently, the Coca Cola
Company was ordered by Beijing to de-
stroy all advertising that featured her
image at a cost of millions of dollars.
Did Coca Cola put up resistance in the
name of free trade or free expression?
Was this the kind of engagement that
would certainly point to Beijing and
say, look, this is what we really believe
in freedom and that is what they
should not do if they believe in free-
dom?

No, they did not do that at all. What
they did was comply with the demand
of the Beijing dictatorship. Engage-
ment is not helping them become more
democratic. It is corrupting the United
States of America and it is under-
mining America’s commitment to de-
mocracy and freedom, as well as, I
might add, adding subsidies to people
who want to close factories here and
open factories there. All of these things
are sinful and all of these things have
been even worse since our vote for per-
manent normal trade relations.

Increasingly, Mr. Speaker, in dealing
with an unreformed China what is hap-
pening is it is ending up with a be-
trayal of fundamental American values
for which our children will some day
pay a heavy price and the working men
and women of America are paying the
price today with their factories being
shut and these companies going with
tax subsidies to Mainland China to cre-
ate jobs.

I ask for support of my resolution,
H.J. Res. 103.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY), our distinguished col-
league.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, first my
congratulations to the chairman on a
good discussion here today, and par-
ticularly the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) from the Democratic side
who has taken a lot of extra efforts to
make certain that this is a balanced
approach to trade. He has taken some
significant pressure back home from
constituents. He understands some of
the concerns raised by the gentleman
from California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) and
wants to make certain human rights
are protected, religious expressions al-
lowed.

I have visited China twice and can
say from a personal observation that
there is an emerging thought in China
amongst the young people, amongst
the average citizens, that suggests that
they may in fact be able to change the
way Mainland China thinks; they may
be able to influence their leaders in the
future. But the one thing became ap-
parent to me, having visited there, is
that we have to be there in order to fa-
cilitate that dialogue.

I think clearly the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. CRANE) has been very, very
admirable in listening to all sides of

the debate and taking into consider-
ation the concerns the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has
raised. I know he does not just make
these characterizations without some
background and some deep thought. I
know he cares deeply about this debate
and about the people of Taiwan and the
Dalai Lama and others, and I do not
criticize that strong voice that he
brings to the floor today, but my var-
ious points of view that I have been
able to study and look at suggest that
there is progress on some of those
fronts, maybe not as much as we would
all like and, yes, there are some
threats to average citizens, but I sense
that if the American country, the peo-
ple of our country, our corporate par-
ticipants that provide jobs and provide
opportunity, are not engaged in China,
then we will not be able to impact or
change the dynamic of the Communist
government; we will not be able to pro-
vide incentives for young people that
recognize that entrepreneurial nation-
alism as it is in America is something
to strive for; freedom of expression is
something to be proud of.

It takes time to change people’s ways
of thinking. So I again urge a negative
vote on the amendment of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) but urge that we continue to
have this kind of spirited debate so we
can resolve some of the underlying
issues we bring to the floor today.

b 1330

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL), who has
been involved in fighting for worker
rights in this country and around the
world.

(Mr. PASCRELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Ohio for
yielding me this time.

I rise in support of the resolution.
Many of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle would like to keep this debate
low key, below the radar screen this
afternoon. They would like for this
issue to go away. In the land of free-
dom, this may be the last time we de-
bate the issue on the floor of the Con-
gress, the Congress of the people, the
House of the people; this may be the
last time we debate the issue of trade
with China. Sadly, this could be the
last debate. We will never have the
ability to voice our concerns about an
authoritarian government whose re-
gime this House has recently voted to
coddle, to patronize. Free trade with
China is an oxymoron. Check the
record. Check the record.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to use this
time to talk about an even bigger pic-
ture. In his book, the Lexus in the
Olive Tree, New York Times columnist
Tom Friedman lays out what he calls
globalization. We have addressed that
issue not only with trade, but in for-
eign policy and a lot of other things,
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the subject of globalization. Fried-
man’s contention is that no longer will
there be Democrats and Republicans,
one will either be a free trader, or not;
one will be a globalizer, or not.
Globalization means the spread of free
market capitalism to virtually every
country in the world. He talks about
how these trade agreements we are
talking about are the wave of the fu-
ture. Get with it, I say to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER). Get with it, I say to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), my
friend. You are not with it.

The proponents of PNTR won their
battle by arguing that we, the oppo-
nents, were against trade and
globalization. It was clever. I cannot
stress this point enough. We are not
against trade, and we are not against a
global economy. Mr. Speaker, I am
against deals that cause my State, the
State of New Jersey, to lose 22,000 jobs.
Yes, I am against that. I am against
deals that see our textile industry ex-
ported overseas in the name of eco-
nomic progress. Yes, I am against that.

While Mr. Friedman talks of
globalization and the interconnection
of economies, which is something that
we cannot question, which will be good
for big business, our constituents will
see their technical and manufacturing
jobs exported overseas. This sort of
global economy will see jobs that were
someone’s career. Our grandparents
who came here had these entry-level
jobs, and we continue to export these
manufacturing jobs against the very
people who used them. Out of one side
of our mouth we talk about the immi-
grants coming to America, but the
very jobs that we work at will no
longer be here.

Mr. Speaker, we have no longer a war
on turf in America or in the world. We
are not going to be fighting over
boundaries, I say to my good friend
from New York. I know that. But to
think that the boundary lines are
going to be the competitive forces
playing out on Wall Street and on the
Internet is to bury our heads in the
sand. It is absolutely unforgivable
what we have done in the last 3 months
on the subject of trade with an enemy.
Our enemy is not the Chinese people, it
is the authoritarian government; and it
goes long before 50 years that that gov-
ernment was authoritarian.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. VISCLOSKY), my distinguished col-
league and friend.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
resolution of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and essentially do so for two
reasons: the first is, we have, I think,
an opportunity to provide an incentive
for the Chinese to engage in fair inter-
national competition. I think we have
an opportunity to provide an incentive
for the Chinese to improve their labor
standards, human rights standards. I

think we have an opportunity to pro-
vide an incentive for the Chinese to im-
prove their environmental standards.

However, I think if we continually on
an analyzed basis and potentially on a
permanent basis grant most favored
nations status to the country of China,
we have removed that last incentive to
do these things. I think it is incumbent
upon all of us that believe those
changes are necessary is to say if you
are going to do them, show us that you
will.

Secondly, I do think that we have to
change the focus of the debate and rec-
ognize that we have a choice to make
today and every day, and that is
whether we are going to fight and ne-
gotiate to raise environmental stand-
ards, raise international labor stand-
ards; or are we simply going to engage
in a race to the bottom because that is
the way the world is today as we find
it; that is the way we will accept the
world as we find it, and we will accom-
modate ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, for 50 years we have
spent the Treasury of the United
States, and tens of thousands of young
Americans have given their lives to se-
cure our freedom, to win the Cold War,
and to provide an opportunity for de-
mocracy to spread across the world. I
think we have to make the same com-
mitment to have our economic form of
government also spread across the
globe and not race to the bottom, but
work every day to improve those inter-
national standards. We are not doing
that if we do not support the gentle-
man’s resolution.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, it
is my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN), the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions, who knows full well that in this
bill there are subsidies to American
corporations to close their doors here
and open up factories in the dictator-
ship in China to use their slave labor.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in support of the legisla-
tion by the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) that is before us
today disapproving the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment to the
People’s Republic of China.

On May 24, when the House consid-
ered a measure providing permanent
normal trade relations to China, I cited
then a number of significant concerns
in our relations with China regarding
the enforcement of trade agreements,
the documentation of human rights
abuses, and the continued evidence of
China’s nuclear proliferation.

Over the past several months, addi-
tional evidence has emerged that China
continues to play a key role in sup-
plying sensitive nuclear missile and
chemical weapons technology to a
number of states of concern around the
world. In particular, nonproliferation
experts in and out of our government

believe that China has provided critical
assistance to the Pakistani nuclear
weapons program.

To meet this growing threat to inter-
national peace and stability in Asia
and around the world, I joined with the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY), my friend and colleague, in
introducing on July 13 the China Non-
proliferation Act, a companion meas-
ure to S. 2645 introduced by Senators
THOMPSON and TORRICELLI.

In short, our concerns about irre-
sponsible Chinese policies regarding
the export of dangerous weapons of
mass destruction are of even greater
concern today than they were several
months ago during the debate on
granting PNTR status for China. Ap-
proving this resolution, Mr. Speaker, of
disapproval would send the right signal
to Beijing that business as usual in
Chinese weapons and technology ex-
ports is undermining our friends and
allies throughout Asia and the Middle
East.

China’s continuing military buildup
has only emboldened that nation to
claim islands and territories belonging
to the Philippines and its other neigh-
bors in the region. Its illegal occupa-
tion of Tibet and its brutal repression
of the Tibetan people continues
unabated.

Under the current annual review ar-
rangement, we in the Congress are able
to fully examine and to debate the cur-
rent human rights situation in China
and its observance of religious free-
doms. I ask my colleagues that if China
is allowed to trample on the basic free-
doms of its own citizens, how can we
tell other nations in Asia and in Africa
and elsewhere that they must not vio-
late those freedoms?

I would also note that a recent report
of our U.S. Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom was unani-
mous in its conclusions that China
needs to take concrete steps to release
all persons imprisoned for their reli-
gious beliefs and to take concrete
measures to improve their respect for
religious freedom.

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge our
colleagues to support this resolution,
disapproving the extension of the non-
discriminatory treatment of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), our distin-
guished colleague.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Asian and the Pacific of the Committee
on International Relations, this Mem-
ber rises in opposition to House Joint
Resolution 103. Despite the recent su-
percharged and misleading claims by
opponents to NTR that this vote is
about rewarding China, it is not that at
all, but instead, a vote for our national
interests, just as was the case with the
successful passage on May 24 of legisla-
tion to provide permanent normal
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trade relations for China and the con-
text of its accession to the World Trade
Organization.

This Member strongly supports the
continuation of normal trade relations,
NTR, status for China because it is un-
mistakably in America’s short-term
and long-term national interests.

First, the continuation of NTR di-
rectly benefits American economic
prosperity, just as it has done for the
past 20 consecutive years. Regardless of
what this body does, China will join
the WTO and be required to take major
actions to open up its vast markets of
1.2 billion consumers. However, if this
body recklessly disrupts current trade
by failing to continue China’s current
NTR status during this interim period,
we certainly jeopardize our ability to
take advantage of the benefits of Chi-
na’s WTO accession and give an unfair
advantage to our international com-
petitors.

Second, continued NTR supports the
U.S. national security objective of
maintaining peace and stability in
East Asia. Expanding trade with China
and supporting further economic liber-
alization, and eventual political reform
in China provides a means of giving
China a stake in the peaceful, stable
economically dynamic Asia Pacific re-
gion. If China, on the other hand, con-
cludes that we have concluded it as our
adversary, resources China currently
devotes to economic reform could eas-
ily be reallocated to military expan-
sion and modernization with adverse
consequences for Taiwan and for our
allies in Korea and Japan, and a desta-
bilized region. A rejection of NTR
could well trigger such a reaction from
Beijing. Confronting China in this sce-
nario will require much more than the
100,000-person military force we pres-
ently have in the Pacific area.

Mr. Speaker, this particular annual
debate, triggered again this year by
H.J. Res. 103, has become highly coun-
terproductive. It is very damaging to
Sino-American relations, and impor-
tantly, with little or no positive re-
sults in China on human rights or free-
dom, or any positive impact on our re-
lationship with that country and its
people.

b 1345

Given the strong support and 40-vote
margin this body provided in passing
PNTR on May 24, denying the continu-
ation of NTR during this interim pe-
riod is self-evidently neither in our
short- nor long-term national interest,
and therefore, this Member strongly
urges his colleagues to join him oppos-
ing House Joint Resolution 103.

This Member, in contrast to what the
gentleman from New Jersey says, does
not intend that this have a low-key at-
mosphere. If Members are convinced of
the rightness of their position in oppo-
sition to the resolution, let it have full
public scrutiny.

The gentleman from Michigan and I
have established, by our action, in the
House, at least, and we expect that the

other body will consider it soon, an op-
portunity for a full review of what
China does in human rights by the cre-
ation of an executive-legislative
branch Helsinki-type Commission. We
in the Congress are going to have plen-
ty of opportunity to scrutinize what
they do with respect to their people.
That is a better mechanism than we
have now. It is a better mechanism
than this annual debate.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on
the Rohrabacher resolution.

Mr. Speaker, as this Member mentioned,
this body passed H.R. 4444, legislation grant-
ing Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) to China in the context of China’s ac-
cession to the World Trade Organization
(WTO) by a strong margin of 40 votes: 237–
197. As the other body has not yet acted on
this important legislation and China is still ne-
gotiating its WTO accession protocols, the
continuation of normal trade with China during
this interim requires another annual Presi-
dential waiver as contained in the Trade Act of
1974. Unfortunately, despite the support in the
House for Normal Trade Relations with China,
as reflected by the successful passage of
PNTR, the introduction of H.J. Res. 103 re-
quires the House to vote on extending Normal
Trade Relations status for China yet again.

There is perhaps no more important set of
related foreign policy issues for the 21st cen-
tury than the challenges and opportunities
posed by the emergence of a powerful and
fast-growing China. However, today we are
not having a debate focused on those impor-
tant challenges. Instead, as we have in the
past, we are debating whether to impose
1930s Great Depression-era Smoot-Hawley
trade tariffs on China that the rest of the world
and China know for our own American inter-
ests we realistically will never impose.

This Member again points out that this par-
ticular annual debate has become highly coun-
terproductive as it unnecessarily wastes our
precious foreign policy leverage and seriously
damages our Government’s credibility with the
leadership of China and with our allies. It
hinders or ability to coax the Chinese into the
international system of world trade rules, non-
proliferation norms, and human rights stand-
ards. Moreover, Beijing knows the United
States cannot deny NTR without severely
harming American workers, farmers, con-
sumers or businesses, or do it without dev-
astating the economies of Hong Kong and Tai-
wan.

It is true, as NRT opponents argue, that
ending normal trade relations with China
would deliver a very serious blow to the Chi-
nese economy, but the draconian action of
raising the average weighted tariff on Chinese
imports to 44 percent instead of the current
average of 4 to 5 percent would severely harm
the United States economy as well. China is
already the 13th largest market abroad for
American goods and the 4th largest market for
American agricultural exports. If NTR is denied
to China, Beijing will certainly retaliate against
the over $14 billion in U.S. exports to China.
As a result, many of the approximately
200,000 high-paying export jobs related to
United States-China trade would disappear
while the European Union, Canada, Japan,
Australia, Brazil, and other major trading na-
tions would rush to fill the void.

Regardless of how this body votes on NTR,
China will soon join the WTO and be required

to take major actions to open up its vast mar-
ket of 1.2 billion consumers. As part of China’s
WTO accession process, the U.S. negotiated
an outstanding export-oriented, market access
agreement which significantly lowers China’s
high import tariffs and allows for direct mar-
keting and distributing in China. For example,
the tariff on beef will fall from 45 percent to
just 12 percent. Quantitative restrictions on oil-
seeds and soybean imports are abolished. In-
deed, it is projected that by 2003, China could
account for 37 percent of future growth in U.S.
agricultural exports. Prior to the agreement,
China frequently required manufacturing off-
sets—most products sold in China had to be
made in China. This export-oriented agree-
ment abolishes that unfair offset and elimi-
nates currently required industrial technology
transfers allowing products made in America
to be sold in China. This agreement makes it
less likely that American companies need to
open foreign factories and thereby export jobs.
Given that America’s markets are already
open at WTO standards to Chinese exports,
the U.S. has effectively given up nothing with
the new agreement; all the concessions have
been made by China.

However, during this interim period as China
continues to take the steps necessary to join
the WTO, it is necessary to provide continued,
uninterrupted NTR status to China on an an-
nual basis to help ensure that American com-
mercial interests remain engaged in China in
preparation for the opening of China required
when China joins the WTO. For the past 20
years, the U.S. has provided China with NTR
status on an annual basis. It appears to make
no sense to this Member to revoke China’s
NTR status now and only for an interim period
thereby significantly jeopardizing the ability of
the U.S. to take advantage of the benefits of
China’s forthcoming accession to the WTO.

To elaborate on our own national security
interests, the continuation of NTR for China,
indeed, supports the U.S. national security ob-
jective of maintaining peace and stability in
East Asia. Sino-American relations are in-
creasingly problematic and uncertain. In the
wake of our accidental bombing of China’s
embassy in Belgrade and China’s confusion
about U.S. continuing support for Taiwan, re-
jection of NTR, if only for an interim period,
could result in a resurgence of resentful na-
tionalism as hard-liners in Beijing characterize
a negative NTR vote as an American attempt
to weaken and contain China. Resources
China currently devotes to economic reform
could easily be reallocated to military expan-
sion with adverse consequences for Taiwan
and our allies in Korea and Japan, and a de-
stabilized region. Confronting China in this
scenario will require much more than the
100,000 strong force we presently have in the
Pacific. China is not a strategic partner; it is
increasingly as economic competitor that is
growing as a regional power. However, it is
not an adversary. If the United States is astute
and firm—if America increases our engage-
ment with China and helps integrate it into the
international community—it is certainly still
possible to encourage China along the path to
a complementary relationship with America in-
stead of an incredible level of conflict.

China is emerging from years of isolation
and the future direction of China remains in
flux—more than any major country. WTO ac-
cession and continued—and hopefully soon to
be permanent—NTR are critical for the suc-
cess of China’s economic reform process and
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those Chinese leaders, like Premier Zhu
Rongji, who support it. These reforms, being
pursued over the formidable opposition of old-
style Communist hardliners, will eventually
provide the foundation for a more open econ-
omy there, a process that, in the long term,
should facilitate political liberalization and im-
proved human rights. In the near term, China
will be required more and more to govern civil
society on the basis of the rule of law, clearly
a positive development we should be encour-
aging. Rejection of this standard annual re-
newal of NTR prior to providing China with
PNTR would, indeed, jeopardize the pace and
scope of these reforms in China.

Continuing to provide China with NTR and
China’s accession to the WTO does not guar-
antee that China will always take a respon-
sible, constructive course. That is why the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN] and this Member proposed an initiative
which was attached to the recently-passed
legislation providing PNTR that incorporates
special import anti-surge protections for the
U.S. and other trade enforcement resources
for our government to ensure China’s compli-
ance with WTO rules. This initiative also pro-
poses a new Congressional-Executive Com-
mission on Chinese Human Rights that will re-
port to the Congress annually on human rights
concerns, including recommendations for time-
ly legislative action.

Mr. Speaker, this Member believes that
these additional provisions, particularly the
Commission on Chinese Human Rights with
the guaranteed review of its findings and rec-
ommendations by the appropriate standing
committee in the House, do, indeed, address
the multi-faceted concerns of our colleagues.
The Levin-Bereuter initiative assures that Chi-
na’s compliance with their commitments and
their human rights record will certainly not be
ignored by the Congress or the Executive
Branch. The Commission will be a far more ef-
fective way to address human rights issues
than the noisy but ineffective annual debate
on extending NTR.

Some have advocated the revocation of
NTR status for China in order to punish Bei-
jing for weapons proliferation and its espio-
nage operations against the United States. As
one of the nine members of the bipartisan Se-
lect Committee on U.S. National Security and
Military/Commercial Concerns with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China which investigated and
reported on Chinese espionage, and as a
former counter-intelligence officer in our mili-
tary, this Member adamantly rejects such link-
age. The United States has been and will con-
tinue to be the target of foreign, including Chi-
nese, espionage. We should have expected
China to spy on us, just as we should know
that others, including our allies, spy on us.
While our outrage at China for spying is un-
derstandable, that anger and energy ought to
be directed on correcting the severe and inex-
cusable problems in our own government. Our
losses are ultimately the result of our own
government’s lax security, indifference, naivete
and incompetence, especially in our Depart-
ment of Energy weapons laboratories, the Na-
tional Security Council and the Federal Bureau
of Investigation. The scope and quality of our
own counter-intelligence operations, especially
those associated with the Department of Ener-
gy’s weapons labs, are completely unrelated
to whether or not a country like China has
NTR status. Indeed, revoking NTR status for

China does absolutely nothing to improve the
security of our weapons labs or protect mili-
tarily sensitive technologies. However, this
feel-good symbolic act of punishment would
inflict severe harm on American business and
the 200,000 American jobs that exports to
China provide. It makes no sense to punish
American farmers and workers for the gross
security lapses by our own government of
which the Chinese—and undoubtedly other
nations—took advantage.

Similarly, revoking NTR status during this in-
terim period before China’s accession to the
WTO for proliferation reasons will have mini-
mal, if any, impact in halting Chinese prolifera-
tion. On the contrary, China’s likely reaction
would be refuse any cooperation on this issue
to the detriment of U.S. national security inter-
ests around the globe.

The United States has convinced nearly
every other country in the region that the best
way to avoid conflict is to engage each other
in trade and closer economic ties. Abandoning
this basic tenet of our foreign policy with
China—as H.J. Res. 103 would certainly do—
would be a serious shock and would be an ex-
traordinary setback from much of what our na-
tion has been trying to achieve in the entire
Asia-Pacific region. It would send many coun-
tries scrambling to choose between China or
the United States.

We should first do no harm to our own na-
tion and America’s citizens. Rejecting annual
NTR status for China is self-evidently neither
in our short term nor our long term national in-
terest. Therefore, Mr. Speaker, this Member is
strongly opposed to H.J. Res. 103 and again
urgently urges its rejection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Cleveland, Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), who
has opposed our government’s policy of
subsidizing industry’s practice of shut-
ting down U.S. plants and moving them
to China.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, the fact
that today’s vote on annual renewal of
MFN with China occurs after the
House’s previous close vote granting
China permanent MFN gives us a
chance to re-evaluate the wisdom of
our action.

Since that vote in May, we have
learned that several of our assumptions
about the meaning of the vote and of
China’s role in the world have proven
false. Consider this. The Wall Street
Journal ran an article that I want to
quote from. The headline was, ‘‘House
Vote Primes U.S. to Boost Investments
in China.’’

The article says that the China deal
with the U.S. on trade has less to do
with U.S. workers making and export-
ing goods to the Chinese and more
about Chinese workers working in
U.S.-owned factories in China for im-
port to the U.S.

The Journal quotes a Wall Street
economist saying, ‘‘This deal is about
investments, not exports.’’ Indeed, the
same article quotes a Washington-
based analyst who said: ‘‘U.S. exports
will increase, but not at the rate of in-
vestment, and the corporate commu-
nity has been quiet about that. They’ve
been able to avoid telling that story.’’

I want to read that quote again. This
is a Washington-based analyst: ‘‘U.S.

exports will increase, but not at the
rate of investment, and the corporate
community has been quiet about that.
They’ve been able to avoid telling that
story.’’

We are going to tell the story here.
Since the vote for permanent MFN
with China, a company in the Cleve-
land area which provides jobs for my
constituents said it will close in the
U.S. in favor of a new factory in China.

Mr. Speaker, as a director of the
UAW in the Cleveland region wrote to
his Senators last week, ‘‘The first cas-
ualty of normal trade relations has oc-
curred. . . . It is obvious that
Rubbermaid’s cancellation of the
Nestaway contract is not about world
competition, it is about naked greed.
Nestaway’s story is about only one of
the thousands of small American com-
panies which are confronted with an
economic squeeze brought about by un-
fair trade laws. PNTR for China will be
the death knell for many small compa-
nies.’’

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, the center core argu-
ment of this debate today is never ad-
dressed. People always try to ignore it.
I would just like to draw the attention
of those people reading the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD or listening to this de-
bate to this, that over and over again
we have stated that this is not about
free trade. This is not a debate about
free trade, or even engaging in China.
People have a right to do business in
China.

The reason why the American cor-
porate community is insisting on nor-
mal trade relations status, which is a
specific status, is so that those cor-
porations can receive taxpayer sub-
sidies and loan guarantees so they can
close up their factories in the United
States and open up factories in China
to exploit a near slave labor, where
people are not permitted to join
unions, and do so at the taxpayers’
risk, U.S. taxpayers’ risk.

Mr. Speaker, this is a sin against the
American people. It is not leading to
more freedom. They are laughing at us
because we are subsidizing their $70 bil-
lion surplus which they are using to
build weapons systems to kill the
American military personnel that some
day may have to confront their bellig-
erency.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to House Joint Resolution 103,
which would terminate normal trade
relations with China 60 days after en-
actment.

By raising tariffs to the prohibitive
levels that applied before 1980, and
thereby prompting mirror retaliation
on the part of the Chinese against $14
billion in U.S. exports, this bill would
effectively extinguish trade relations
between our two countries.

House Joint Resolution 103 is an an-
nual resolution of disapproval of the
President’s recommendation to extend
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normal trade relations status to China
under the Jackson-Vanik amendment
to the Trade Act of 1974.

In light of our action earlier this
year on H.R. 4444, rejecting House
Joint Resolution 103 should be pro
forma.

On May 24, after a vigorous debate
which considered the opportunities
that will be possible for the United
States and the Chinese people when
China accedes to the World Trade Orga-
nization, the House voted 237 to 197 to
eliminate this annual review of China’s
NTR status upon China’s accession to
the WTO.

Unfortunately, H.R. 4444 is still pend-
ing in the other body, and I hope that
H.R. 4444 will go as quickly as possible
to the President without amendment.
As the historic debate and the strong
vote on H.R. 4444 documents, there is
overwhelming support in this body for
bringing China into the rules-based
trading system of the WTO. It is the
right thing to do for Americans and for
the Chinese people.

Under the WTO deal, in exchange for
applying tariffs on Chinese imports
identical to those in effect now, United
States exporters will have unprece-
dented access to 1.2 billion consumers
in China. Tariffs on our exports to
China will be steeply reduced, and the
Chinese trade regime subject to the
whole scale of reforms.

For example, under the agreement,
average tariffs on agricultural goods
would drop from 40 percent to 17 per-
cent, Chinese tariffs on American-made
automobiles would fall 75 percent,
while quotas on U.S. auto exports to
China would be eliminated entirely.

The opportunity we have to impose
an enforceable system of fair trade
rules on a nation of 1.2 billion people,
as it emerges from the iron grip of
communism and state planning, is one
that cannot be lost. In my estimation,
the revolutionary change WTO rules
will bring to China dwarfs any other
avenue of influence available to the
United States.

Maintaining normal trade relations
supports the continued presence of
Americans throughout Chinese society,
whether they be entrepreneurs, teach-
ers, religious leaders, or missionaries.
It is these individual contacts that are
bringing our ideals of freedom to the
Chinese people. These contacts would
be lost if we revoked NTR.

The Reverend Pat Robertson has
urged Congress ‘‘to keep the door to
the message of freedom and God’s love’’
open, not shut. ‘‘Leaving a billion peo-
ple in spiritual darkness punishes not
the Chinese government but the Chi-
nese people,’’ he wrote. ‘‘The only way
to pursue morality is to engage China
fully and openly as a friend.’’

Motorola, my corporate constituent,
directly promotes the exchange of
ideas through its activities in China.
For example, Motorola sends hundreds
of Chinese employees to its United
States facilities each year to attend
technology, engineering, and manage-

ment seminars. In a country where
only 10 to 15 percent of the people have
access to a college education, this is
precious training that allows for eye-
opening exposure to the American way
of life.

H.R. 4444 has the active bipartisan
support of more former presidents and
cabinet officials, more distinguished
Americans, more small businessmen
and farmers, more Governors, more re-
ligious and human rights leaders, both
here and in China, more of our allies,
such as Taiwan and Great Britain, than
any foreign policy or trade legislation
in recent memory. H.R. 4444 even has
the support of a past president of the
United Auto Workers, Leonard
Woodcock.

Denying normal trade relations with
China means severing ties that would
take years to repair. For the interests
of all Americans and for the Chinese
people, I urge a no vote on House Joint
Resolution 103.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY), who un-
derstands this debate is about China,
not about its 1 billion consumers but
about 1 billion workers, many of whom
work as slave labor.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER), has it right, and I am
pleased to support his bill. It is the
only moral position to take.

It is amazing how far backwards this
Congress will bend for big business.
This Congress should stand for small
people, for human need, and not cor-
porate greed. Why else would a young
woman work 70 hours a week for pen-
nies an hour and end up owing the com-
pany? Two hundred years ago they
called that sharecropping, and it was
black people, but they never called it
freedom. Yet, Kathi Lee Gifford hand-
bags and Huffy bicycles and
Timberland shoes and of course Nike,
operate factories where the standard is
to do just that.

We will hear folks talk about China
trade bringing democratic values to
the people. I think the people of China
already have democratic values, and
these corporations work with the re-
pressive Chinese government to deny
the Chinese people the democracy that
they want.

Besides, U.S. corporations are run-
ning away from developing democ-
racies as if they have the plague, and
are instead investing in the world’s
worst authoritarian regimes. They
have a history of doing that. That is
why the slave trade flourished; so, too,
trade with the Nazis.

By definition, what is happening in
China, especially to women, is slavery.
If it was bad for America and it is bad
for Sudan, then it is bad for China. We
should not be supporting it.

I know American corporations can do
better than that. That is why I have in-
troduced the Corporate Code of Con-
duct. I urge my colleagues to support
the Corporate Code of Conduct and to
support this bill.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 41⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), one of
this body’s greatest spokesmen for
human rights, who knows that we
should not be subsidizing American
corporations to close factories here and
open them up in China.

b 1400

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) for
yielding me this time and for his kind
remarks. I have the highest respect for
Mr. ROHRABACHER,—a true champion of
human rights.

Mr. Speaker, in 1994, President Clin-
ton decided to conduct an experiment.
He decided to delink most favored na-
tion status for China with human
rights on the theory that more trade
and investment with the United States
would be the quickest way to persuade
the government of China to treat its
own people as human beings. At the
same time, the Clinton administration
gave up its power to use even the
threat of the loss of MFN as a lever
against Beijing’s military aggression
against Taiwan and other neighboring
countries, and its military threats
against the United States as well.

Mr. Speaker, we are now 6 years into
these two risky experiments with the
lives of 1.2 billion people who are unfor-
tunate enough to live under a cruel dic-
tatorship and with the national secu-
rity of the U.S. and the whole free
world hanging in the balance. Nobody
can seriously argue that either experi-
ment has been a success. Instead, it has
brought the people of China 6 more
years of torture, forced labor, forced
abortion, and sterilization, the crush-
ing of the free trade unions, the denial
of fundamental rights of freedom of re-
ligion, of expression of assembly, and
of the press.

The Chinese Communist regime is
not only threatening to invade Taiwan,
its senior military leaders have also
threatened to attack the United States
of America. These are our great busi-
ness partners.

Mr. Speaker, here is what Wei
Jingsheng, the father of the Chinese
democracy movement and long-time
prisoner of conscience said in 1999
about the practical effects of MFN on
the everyday lives of political and reli-
gious prisoners in China:

‘‘The attitude of prison authorities
toward political prisoners is directly
related to the amount of pressure being
exerted by the international commu-
nity. When international pressure was
high, the number of dissidents sent to
prison declined drastically and prison
conditions for political prisoners some-
what improved. In 1998, condemnation
of China’s position was abandoned en-
tirely. The direct consequence of this
easing of pressure was that, not only
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did the government crack down on ac-
tivists attempting to organize an oppo-
sition party, but they also cruelly sup-
pressed nonviolent demonstrations by
ordinary people.’’

Mr. Speaker, that is not me talking,
that is Wei Jingsheng. When the U.S.
turns up the economic pressure of Bei-
jing, the beatings and the torture are
less severe and are imposed on fewer
people. When the pressure lets up, the
repression gets worse.

But, Mr. Speaker, Members do not
have to take Wei’s word for the fact
that Beijing responds to strength rath-
er than weakness. All we have to do is
watch what happens when Beijing does
something that the Clinton adminis-
tration and big business really hate,
such as tolerating software piracy.

When that happens, Mr. Speaker, do
the constructive engagers follow their
own advice? Do they decide to just grin
and bear it, go on trading and investing
in China in the hope that eventually
the Chinese Government will see the
light? No, they do not. Instead, they
threaten to impose trade sanctions, the
very sanctions they say are inappro-
priate or ineffective when it comes to
stopping torture and other human
rights abuses. Talk about misplaced
priorities.

Mr. Speaker, the threat to withhold
trade privileges works to persuade Bei-
jing to respect international copy-
rights because the Chinese dictatorship
values the U.S. as a market for their
expanding economy. So when we
threaten their access to our market,
they respond by respecting inter-
national copyrights. Why should that
not also work when it comes to stop-
ping or at least mitigating torture of
religious prisoners and political pris-
oners?

Maybe there is a reason, Mr. Speak-
er. Maybe the Chinese Government is
more attached to torture than they are
to software piracy, but maybe not.

Let us try and do an experiment, a
more promising one than the failed ex-
periment of delinkage. Let us hold out
the hand of friendship to Beijing, as
Ronald Reagan did to Gorbachev, but
make it clear that American friendship
and American largesse are conditional
on Beijing’s observing certain min-
imum standards of human decency. Let
us convince them that good things will
flow to them from the United States if
and only if they stop threatening to in-
vade Taiwan and to shoot missiles at
Los Angeles.

Mr. Speaker, the constructive
engagers continually want us to give
up our power and try any strategy ex-
cept their own 6-year-old experiment
which is looking more and more like a
miserable failure. Since our May vote
on PNTR, the U.S. Commission on
International Religious Freedom has
reported that the Beijing regime has
intensified its repression of Uighur
Muslims, the Tibetan Buddhists. It has
intensified its crackdown on Falun
Gong as well as to Catholic and Protes-
tant leaders.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a yes vote on the
measure offered by the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER).

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Trade, for his very im-
portant leadership on this issue.

We all have gone through this discus-
sion very vigorously over the past sev-
eral months. We know that this, as
many people have said, was the most
important vote that we would face,
some reported in a generation, in their
entire careers, whether we would grant
permanent normal trade relations with
the People’s Republic of China.

Because we have not seen the com-
pletion of China’s accession in the
World Trade Organization, we are here
today dealing with this annual renewal
question. As we look at this issue, I
have to say that, having listened to my
friends with whom I disagree on this
issue, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUNTER), I just
listened to the statements of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH),
no one is arguing about the problems
that exist in China. We all know that
they are there.

I think it is important for our col-
leagues who oppose us on this who sup-
port what really is a policy of trying to
disengage, to end normal trade rela-
tions with China, we have to recognize
that we do share the same goal of try-
ing to ensure the recognition of human
rights, to make sure that we maintain
stability, the stability in the region,
that we diminish the threat to Taiwan,
that we do everything that we possibly
can to recognize the rights of the peo-
ple in Tibet. All of these questions,
technology transfer, all of these are
very high priorities for all of us.

The question is, how do we most ef-
fectively deal with them? Well, I argue
that it is very clear that a policy of
trying to encourage the spread of our
Western values is the most effective
way to deal with it.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to report
that we have an instance which has
shown dramatic success, and that in-
stance to which I am pleased to point
to took place just 2 weeks ago. I am
talking about the election in Mexico.

Now the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROHRABACHER) suspected that I
might want to hit him hard on this. I
am not going to hit him, I am going to
praise and congratulate him, because
he stood in this well in 1993 when we,
on a regular, on regular occasions
would engage in debate with the gen-
tlewoman from Toledo, Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR).

The gentleman from California (Mr.
ROHRABACHER) and I were on the same

side going against the gentlewoman
from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) when we were
arguing in behalf of the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. We real-
ized as we were arguing for that that
we were going to do everything that we
could to enhance the economy of Mex-
ico, to improve the standard of living.

At the time that we were debating
the NAFTA, working hard with the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE)
my friend in the back of the Chamber
here, and others, we argued that eco-
nomic reform which began under Presi-
dent Salinas in 1988 was a very positive
force. We saw privatization, decen-
tralization. We saw President Salinas
close down the largest oil refinery in
Mexico City. We saw very bold moves
towards free markets in Mexico.

When we were debating the NAFTA,
one of the criticisms leveled by oppo-
nents to the NAFTA was the critical
corruption that existed in Mexico, the
fact that they did not have free and
fair elections. We did not argue with
that. But we said that there is an inter-
dependence between economic and po-
litical freedom. Maintaining strong
economic ties is the best way to bring
about the kind of political change and
reform that we all want to see take
place.

So what is it that took place? We saw
the implementation of the NAFTA. We
have seen great benefits, dramatic im-
provement in economic relations, a
great increase in exports from the
United States to Mexico, from Mexico
into the United States, a dramatic im-
provement in the standard of living to
the point where Mexico’s middle-class
population is today larger than the en-
tire Canadian population.

Yes, we still have problems. We all
recognize that. But we did see for the
first time free and fair elections. In 71
years of one-party rule, we had so
many problems developed. President
Zedillo, to his credit, said that he
wanted self-determination in Mexico.
Having followed economic reform, they
brought about free and fair elections.

I was pleased, along with the former
Secretary of State James Baker and
the Mayor of San Diego Susan Golding
to have led a delegation of 44 members
observing that election. It was terrific.
To see the enthusiasm the people of
Mexico had for participating in an elec-
tion where their votes actually count
was very reassuring.

Mr. Speaker, the same thing is going
to happen in the People’s Republic of
China, not tomorrow, not next week,
not next year, maybe not for 5 years or
10 years, but clearly based on the evi-
dence that we have seen in Mexico, in
South Korea, in Taiwan, that clearly is
the wave of the future.

So expanding our values into China is
the best way that we can deal with re-
pression. Rejecting this resolution of
disapproval, realizing that Taiwan is
very supportive of maintaining our ties
with China, those sorts of things will
benefit us, they will benefit the people
of China and help maintain world
peace.
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Vote no on this resolution of dis-

approval.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. MASCARA) who rec-
ognizes that countries like Mexico and
Taiwan are democracies and do not
have slave labor camps like the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Mr. MASCARA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of workers who do not have to toil in
sweatshop conditions, workers who are
not denied the right to organize, work-
ers who are not confined to slave labor
factories.

I rise in support of American work-
ers, workers at Wheeling Pittsburgh
Steel in my district, workers at
Weirton Steel, in the textile mills of
North Carolina and the auto factories
of Michigan.

These are the people who have seen
first hand the effects of unbalanced
trade with China. These are real people
who have seen their jobs moved over-
seas and their communities decimated.

I should mention from the start that
I am a strong supporter of free trade.
Our country has profited greatly from
exports, and we are poised to take
great strides as global leaders of the
high-tech industry.

But free trade must be fair trade. We
have suffered through many trade dis-
putes with China without satisfactory
resolution. Illegal dumping and sub-
sidies have hurt scores of American
companies and cost many workers
their jobs.

We have been told that we must pass
normal trade relations so that China
can be admitted into the WTO. We are
told that China’s entry into the WTO
will hold them accountable to inter-
national standards and lead them to re-
spect the rule of law.

But the People’s Republic of China
have had a dismal record in previous
trade agreements with our country.
Moreover, the WTO itself has proven
inconsistent in resolving trade dis-
putes. Our country recently won two
prominent WTO cases against the Eu-
ropean Union, which has subsequently
failed to honor both of these rulings.

If Europe can ignore WTO, what mes-
sage does that send to China? What as-
surances should we have that our ac-
cession agreements are meaningful?

If we look for trade to change China,
we are looking in the wrong direction.
If we expect increased commerce to
bring more freedom to the Chinese, we
are being misled. The only thing we
can be sure of is that our country’s
workers will be asked to risk their jobs
in the hope that social and political
conditions in China will improve.

I am unwilling to ask my constitu-
ents to make this sacrifice. I am not
about to risk my neighbors’ well-being
for anybody, including China. I support
the resolution to deny China most-fa-
vored-nation’s status.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) for yielding me this time, and I
thank him once again for his hard
work on permanent normal trade rela-
tions and his successful legislative ef-
forts to help us in a bipartisan way es-
tablish, not just a yearly way of moni-
toring human rights, not just a month-
ly way of monitoring human rights,
but a daily way of us trying to monitor
and improve the human rights condi-
tion in China, something we are all
very concerned about.

Mr. Speaker, Thomas Jefferson, the
third President of the United States
said that he sought ‘‘an empire for lib-
erty’’. He was not content merely to
say that the 13 original colonies were
what we should improve our great Re-
public’s emphasis on human rights and
expanding liberties. He sought in 1803
to purchase the Louisiana territories
or the Louisiana Purchase, as it was
later called, and expand the United
States. He also sought with the Lewis
and Clark Expeditions in 1803 through
1806 to also look for a greater expan-
sion of the United States.

As we debated permanent normal
trade for China, many of us came to
the conclusion that the status quo be-
tween the United States and China
simply was not good enough for human
rights, for the environment, and for
trade, and that we wanted to change
that. We wanted to penetrate the Chi-
nese markets with products, not ex-
porting our jobs. We wanted to see the
Chinese improve on their human rights
condition. It was not good enough.
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Therefore, we sought an engagement
strategy of confrontation, an engage-
ment strategy of challenging the Chi-
nese Government, an engagement
strategy of penetrating their markets
and opening up their markets to Amer-
ican products.

We are having a similar debate
today. None of us are happy with the
status quo. None of us think the Chi-
nese have made enough progress on
human rights. None of us feel that they
have gone far enough in terms of em-
phasizing freedom and liberty, as Jef-
ferson talked about. None of us feel
like our workers are being fairly treat-
ed, at this point, with fair trade oppor-
tunities. So we came to a 13-year
agreement to try to find ways to cut
their barriers to trade, to cut their sur-
plus on our trade, and try to find new
ways for workers and farmers to get
into their markets.

I would hope that we would continue,
in the tradition of the permanent nor-
mal trade debate that we had, to find
new ways to engage the Chinese to try
to insist that the United States make
trade policy national security policy,
because our workers and our jobs de-
pend upon it. So we have to get better
fair trade policies. We have to get
agreements that allow the Chinese to
take down their barriers and quotas
and tariffs to trade, and that is what

we are trying to do with the permanent
normal trade agreement.

So I would hope in a bipartisan way,
Members of the Democratic and Repub-
lican parties would continue to try to
come together and not only support, as
we have, permanent normal trade, but
fair trade policies. Not free trade but
fair trade policies that penetrate the
Chinese market, penetrate new mar-
kets; that do not sell our jobs overseas,
but get our products into new markets.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROHRABACHER) has 121⁄2 min-
utes remaining, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. CRANE) has 13 minutes re-
maining, the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) has 181⁄2 minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) has 131⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) and that he be allowed to
control that time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4

minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and let me say to all my col-
leagues who have been engaged in this
debate that I think it has been a high-
level debate.

I think the theme that my colleague
and good friend, the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), just made was
a central theme that has been ad-
vanced by the side in favor of most fa-
vored nation trading status for China.
It is a theme that has resonated
throughout this debate. The theme is
essentially that when the United
States moves trade dollars abroad and
we engage in liberal trade practices
with a nation, good things happen; and,
therefore, we can expect good things to
happen with China.

I am reminded that in 1941, Carl An-
derson, one of our former colleagues,
the gentleman from Minnesota, warned
his colleagues, and this was about 6
months before Pearl Harbor, that there
was a chance that the American fleet
might at some point be engaged with
the Japanese fleet in combat. And he
said at that time that when that en-
gagement occurred we would be fight-
ing a Japanese fleet that was built
with American steel and fueled with
American petroleum. Six months later,
at Pearl Harbor, a lot of ships were
sunk, a lot of planes destroyed, and
5,000 Americans killed and wounded by
a Japanese fleet that was built with
American steel and fueled with Amer-
ican petroleum.

That attempt at engagement with
Japan’s coprosperity sphere for South-
east Asia did not work. In fact, the
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fruits of American trade came back to
kill Americans on the battlefields in
the South Pacific. Similarly, the
United States was one of the biggest
investors in Nazi Germany, and I think
we can all conclude that that massive
transfer of funds did not work. It did
not bring about good things.

Now, let us examine what China is
doing with the trade dollars we are
sending them. The second of the
Sovremenny-class missile destroyers
has now been delivered to China. This
is the missile destroyer type built by
the Russians for the sole purpose of
killing American aircraft carriers. It is
armed with the high speed Sunburn
anti-ship missiles, which are very dif-
ficult to defend against. And that
transfer is accompanied by the transfer
of SU27 fighter aircraft, very high per-
formance aircraft, also air-to-air re-
fueling capability, which is now being
purchased by the Chinese with Amer-
ican trade dollars. American trade dol-
lars are also going to help construct
the components of weapons of mass de-
struction and rocketry that is also
being diffused around the world to such
nations as Iraq and Syria.

So we are helping to build with
American trade dollars a military ma-
chine, a war machine, in China. And I
think it is a tragedy. Because in the
century we have just left, where 619,000
Americans were killed in the bloodiest
century in the history of the world, we
left the century in a position of domi-
nance, of absolute military dominance,
having disassembled the Soviet empire.

Now, with our own hand, with $70 bil-
lion a year in this trade imbalance
with China, $70 billion in American
cash, we are helping to raise up with
our own hand another superpower,
which one day, either in proxy or by di-
rect conflict, may engage American
forces on battlefields and may kill
American soldiers and sailors with
technology and equipment that has
been purchased with American trade
dollars. That is the tragedy of this
MFN for China.

I realize it is a fait accompli, but I
hope my colleagues will reflect on the
military machine that we are con-
structing in this new century.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE).

(Mr. KOLBE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise in strong opposition to what
I regard to be a shortsighted and, I be-
lieve, a very misguided attempt to un-
dermine continued progress in the
U.S.-Chinese relationship.

Just a few months ago, a bipartisan
majority of the House voted to extend
permanent normal trade relations to
China. Now, this is not a vote that oc-
curred in a vacuum. It followed 10
years of annual review of China’s
human rights policies under the Jack-
son-Vanik procedures that is now the

law pertaining to trade with China.
Under these procedures, we spent the
last decade in committee hearings and
in debates here on the floor. We spent
the last decade analyzing and reana-
lyzing virtually every aspect of the re-
lationship that we have with China.

During that time I think two central
tenets emerged. First, none of us are
satisfied with the current political en-
vironment that exists in China. Sec-
ond, all of us would like to see greater
and more profound changes occur in
China. On that we all agree. But then
we diverge. We diverge on how we are
going to bring that about.

There is a group in the House, a mi-
nority in the House, that believes the
best way to effectuate change in China
is by isolating them. I respect that
point of view; I disagree with it. They
would have us cut off economic and po-
litical ties to the most populous nation
on earth by voting first against perma-
nent normal trade relations and now,
today, against the annual renewal of
the Jackson-Vanik waiver.

A majority of the House, and the ad-
ministration, rejects this view. They
believe, as I do, that change in China is
going to occur only if the United
States continues to help nurture those
elements within Chinese society that
promote change; namely, the expand-
ing free market system, a new civil so-
ciety that is emerging, and reform of
the political party system. And we can
only nurture these elements if we are
engaged.

This year, after a long national de-
bate that preceded it, the House was
faced with a stark choice between
these competing views. The majority
rejected isolationism in favor of en-
gagement. We rejected the flawed an-
nual Jackson-Vanik procedures in
favor of a more thoughtful, long-term
approach to U.S.-China relations. We
believe the Senate will follow shortly
and that a new and more productive
era in U.S.-China relations will begin.

There are some in the U.S. Congress
who want us to change course with to-
day’s vote. They urge that we return to
unproductive policies of the past by
voting against renewal of the Jackson-
Vanik waiver this year. That would be
a mistake, Mr. Speaker. This historic
opportunity awaits us as we venture
into the 21st century, an opportunity
to help redefine our relationships with
China, an opportunity to help bring
greater security to Asia, and an oppor-
tunity to bring forth real change in
China through the magic of the free en-
terprise.

A ‘‘yes’’ vote today would be a vote
for the past. I urge my colleagues to
vote against the failed policies of the
past and for a more enlightened future.
I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this resolution.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Toledo, Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), who
fights for justice so workers can share
in the wealth that they create.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)

for yielding me this time and for his
leadership on this issue, as well as the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER); and I rise to express my
strong support for this resolution to
disapprove most favored nation status
for China.

Why? Due to China’s growing arro-
gance and record of transgressions,
even in the wake of this body’s unfor-
tunate vote to grant unconditional per-
manent normal trade relations with
China just a few weeks ago, by only a
handful of votes I might add. So, what
has happened? Three days after that
vote, the Jiang regime clenched its
fists even tighter on religious freedom
in China when a Chinese court sen-
tenced a Catholic priest to jail for 6
years. Why? For printing Bibles.

And then 10 days after the vote here
in the House, Communist China re-
pressed free speech again when Chinese
officials arrested Huang Qi, a Chinese
Web site operator, for posting articles
about government corruption and
human rights violations in China, in-
cluding the 1989 massacre of pro-de-
mocracy students in Tiananmen
Square. At 5:15 on June 3, with the Chi-
nese police at his door, Huang posted
his last message on his Web site. It
said, ‘‘Thanks to all who make an ef-
fort on behalf of democracy in China.’’
He wrote, ‘‘They have come. Goodbye.’’

Huang now faces a prison sentence of
10 years or more because the State says
he is trying to subvert state power.

And then 2 weeks after the vote here
in this House, Communist China proved
its unworthiness again when China
broke its promise to open its markets
to California-based Qualcomm Corpora-
tion’s cellular phone technology, a deal
that was key to China’s earning U.S.
support to join the World Trade Orga-
nization. And that was after the pre-
mier of China had personally assured
Secretary Daley over at the Commerce
Department that China would open its
markets to Qualcomm, and they even
signed a deal to that effect.

Based on this abysmal continuing
record of oppression and human rights
abuses, no one should support perma-
nent extension. Today, we have a
chance to cast a vote; and it should be
for disapproving most favored nation
relations with China.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

My colleagues, I would like to ask
how many people here believe that gov-
ernments in general will do purposely,
decisively things that are not in their
national interest? Do we really believe
that governments in the world, espe-
cially the Chinese Government, are so
stupid, so unclear about who they are
and what they want that they are
going to do something that they be-
lieve would lead to their own demise?

Everything we have heard here
today, and everything we heard during
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the debate on PNTR, suggests that we
all have one goal, and that is to make
sure that China changes itself from the
totalitarian system that now exists,
from the system that we have just
heard described that takes away free-
dom from their own people, that en-
slaves people, that acts as an aggressor
nation, that threatens its neighbors.
We all want to change that; right? Ev-
erybody here has said that is their
goal.
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Well, do my colleagues really believe
that the Chinese Government thinks
that PNTR will in fact create that
same metamorphosis inside of them?
Of course not. Do my colleagues think
it is at all odd that the Chinese Gov-
ernment wants PNTR? If they agreed
with any Member on the floor here
about the ramifications of PNTR, do
my colleagues think they would be say-
ing, yes, please let us have more trade
so that we can become a gentler nation
and a nicer, kinder, gentler nation so
that we can actually dissolve ourselves
into some sort of Jeffersonian democ-
racy? Of course not.

What the Chinese Government knows
and understands perfectly well is that
what this trade does is in fact em-
bolden them. It supports the regime.
The Chinese people and the Chinese
Government have a social compact
they have entered into, and it is this.
This is the agreement they have
reached that the Government says, we
will do more for you in terms of your
economic welfare; and you, in turn,
will keep us in power. That is the
agreement.

What PNTR does and what normal
trade relations does with China is to
stabilize an aggressive regime. They
know it. That is why they support it.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), who has fought
for workers’ rights all over the globe
and especially in the United States and
Latin America and China.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for his comments and for
his leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, all of us know this
House has debated and resolved the
question of China’s trade status. But
the concerns raised during that debate,
the abuse of human rights, the destruc-
tion of the environment, the denial of
religious freedom, China’s failure to
live up to trade agreements, we have
not begun to even respond to those.

And the situation has only grown
worse, as we just heard from the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR), who
has by example illustrated to us what
was promised and what was not ful-
filled and what was broken soon after a
vote we had.

In just the time since we voted on
the permanent trade deal, China has
only continued to back away from its
commitments it made to the WTO. Of
course, we may never know the extent
to which China is violating its agree-

ment since not all the funds that were
promised to monitor that made it into
the budget. Meanwhile, China remains
an autocratic police state.

Did voting for permanent trade help
Wang Changhuai? Wang was an auto
worker at the Changsha engine factory.
After the crackdown in 1989, Wang was
tried and he was convicted of subver-
sion. And what was his act of subver-
sion? He helped organize a free trade
union. For that crime he was sentenced
to 13 years in prison.

Mr. Speaker, Bernard Malamud once
wrote ‘‘the purpose of freedom is to
create it for others.’’ While trade with
China may generate wealth for a few
investors, it will not free brave men
like Wang. Nor will it provide eco-
nomic security to workers and their
families right here at home.

We can undo today the mistakes of
the past. I urge my colleagues to think
about this issue more fully, and I hope
we will not repeat the mistakes that
we have made in the past in the future.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, can the
Chair be kind enough to tell us the
time remaining on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Florida
has 6 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) has 10
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) has 181⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) has 81⁄2 minutes
remaining.

The order of closing is the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS), the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE).

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, we have a vigorous de-
bate on the House floor. There are not
a lot of Members here, but it is impor-
tant. Again, China’s Government seems
to me making things more difficult for
itself. It admits recent reports of mis-
sile technology aid to Pakistan and
using the Commerce Department’s less-
than-secure measure of granting de-
fense and computer companies permis-
sion to hire Chinese technicians to
work on sensitive export control tech-
nologies.

Again, earlier this month, The New
York Times reported that the U.S. in-
telligence agencies have told the Clin-
ton administration and Congress that
China has continued to aid Pakistan in
its efforts to build long-range missiles
that could carry nuclear weapons. And
just yesterday, The Washington Times
reported that the Clinton administra-
tion has allowed the hiring of hundreds
of Chinese technicians to work on mili-
tary-related or dual use technologies.

China is stepping up its espionage
presence in the U.S. through all means
possible and continues to expand its
military complex with U.S. trade dol-
lars.

As said before, some see China as a
strategic partner. My colleagues, I see
China as a potential adversary.

So I urge my colleagues to vote yes
on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume to
close briefly and then I will let others
refute if they want to.

Mr. Speaker, this is not going to be
the last time that we debate our eco-
nomic and trade relations with China. I
hope not at all.

Indeed, China PNTR as it passed the
House has been molded so that we will
be assured of continuing surveillance,
continuing oversight, continuing pres-
sure, and continuing debate.

The whole purpose of that effort as
we shaped and reshaped it was to make
sure that we both engaged China and
confronted it in terms of our economic
and trade relations. As a result, as we
have discussed, and I do not want to go
into this in detail, we set up a commis-
sion that has major responsibilities,
that is created at the highest level and
that has jurisdiction in terms of
human rights, including worker rights.

That commission is going to report
back to this Congress with provisions
written in to assure that we will be dis-
cussing and debating it. Indeed, I see
these mechanisms, these instrumental-
ities as ways to assure our greater in-
volvement, not our lessened involve-
ment, our deeper engagement on a reg-
ular basis rather than the once-a-year
consideration.

We also have provided that there
shall be major enhanced oversight in
monitoring responsibilities by the ex-
ecutive, including Commerce and
USTR and, as I expressed earlier, the
hope that there will be full appropria-
tions for these purposes.

Also, we created within the legisla-
tion the strongest anti-surge provision
that has ever been introduced and
eventually, I trust, enacted into Amer-
ican law, a safeguard provision to
make sure that if there is a major dele-
terious effect of this growing, complex
relationship on American jobs in any
particular sector there will be a
prompt answer from the United States
of America.

It is an effort to both expand trade
but to do so shaping it. It is an effort
that globalization will continue, in my
judgment, there is no way to slam the
door on it, but to shape it, to wrestle
with these issues.

So I do think it is now important
that we look to the future, that all of
us join together in realizing that the
challenges are mainly the challenges of
the future and not of the past.

This is going to be a changing and
difficult relationship. It is going to
have a lot of edges to it, including
rough edges. We are going to smooth
them in an effective and constructive
way, not by insulating ourselves or iso-
lating China. Neither is going to work.

What will work is an activist, inter-
nationalist kind of approach to these
problems that looks after the needs of
American workers and businesses in a
world that is indeed changing.
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So I urge strongly that we vote no on

this resolution. I take it that a no vote
is indeed a yes vote to an activist ef-
fort to make sure that as China and
the U.S. evolves into a fuller relation-
ship that it will be one with our eyes
open and one with our hands strong to
make sure that American workers land
on their feet and that American busi-
nesses as they work overseas conduct
themselves in a way that we will be
proud of.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, last Saturday I went to
Nicaragua with the National Labor
Committee and visited workers in a
neighborhood called Tipitapa. These
workers work in a Taiwanese-owned
company, Chentex. They sew blue
jeans. They make 21 cents for every
pair of blue jeans that is sold for $24 in
Wal-Mart, in Kohl’s, in K-Mart in the
United States.

These workers asked for a 13-cents-
per-pair-of-jeans raise. Summarily, the
union leaders and the workers were
fired by this company. These workers
work about 60 or 70 hours a week and
are paid about $30 or $40 a week for
their work. They do not share in the
wealth they create for their employer.
They cannot buy the clothes, the prod-
ucts that they make.

General Motors workers in Mexico
cannot buy the automobiles they make
because they are not paid enough. Dis-
ney workers in Haiti cannot buy the
toys they make because they are not
paid enough. Nike workers in Indonesia
cannot buy the shoes they make be-
cause they are not paid enough. The
textile workers in Nicaragua cannot
buy the jeans they make because they
are not paid enough. And Nike workers
in China cannot buy any of the Nikes
that they make, they cannot buy the
shoes, because they are not paid
enough.

When I was in Nicaragua, I met a
young woman named Kristina. She and
her husband live in a very run-down
shack papered with boxes. Her house,
basically, is made out of shipping ma-
terial, shipping crates that she got
from the factory where she works.
Kristina leaves every day at 6 o’clock
in the morning, rides two city buses to
get to work, takes her 2-year-old to her
mother’s house, arrives at work at 7
o’clock, works until 7 o’clock at night,
goes and picks her 2-year-old daughter
up, comes home, gets home about 9
o’clock. She leaves home at 6 she gets
home at about 9 o’clock at night.
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Her husband has an even longer
schedule. She does that 6 days a week.
She lives in substandard housing. Her
daughter is suffering from malnutri-
tion. You can look at the ends of her
hair and see the protein deficiency that
shows up in the discolored hair. She
has no opportunities in life. They are

not sharing in the wealth they create.
They cannot buy the products they
make.

Mr. Speaker, the tragedy of the glob-
al economy, the tragedy of how we
have let the global economy develop, is
that in democratic developing coun-
tries, investments leaving democratic
developing countries like India and go
to authoritarian developing countries
like China. American business would
prefer the workers in Indonesia because
they cannot form unions, they do not
talk back, they do not pay them any
kind of real wages, they do not have
worker safety laws, they do not have
environmental laws. American compa-
nies would rather invest in Indonesia
than democratic Taiwan. They would
rather invest in China where they can
pay slave labor. Kathie Lee/Walmart
pays as little as 3 and 5 and 10 cents an
hour. They would rather invest in
China where they can pay slave labor
wages instead of investing in demo-
cratic India.

Mr. Speaker, if we believe in this
country, as we say we do, we believe in
free enterprise, we do, it creates dyna-
mism, it creates a dynamic, wealthy
economy, we also believe in rules. We
believe in environmental laws, in food
safety laws, in worker protection laws,
in minimum-wage laws. We believe in
free enterprise. We believe in rules.

Mr. Speaker, in the global economy,
we believe in trade, we believe in open-
ness, we believe in capitalism, but we
need the same kind of rules.

Vote ‘‘yes’’ on the resolution.
Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of

my time to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI) who has been
such a leader in this movement.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for his great leadership on
this issue.

I listened intently to the debate as
we have had this debate over and over
again; and I come to the floor in a lit-
tle bit of a different approach and, that
is, the Congress has spoken, the House
has spoken on this issue. The House
has placed the ball in China’s court to
comply with our bilateral agreement.
The House has spoken to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and
the gentleman from Nebraska’s (Mr.
BEREUTER) commission as the way to
go to sort of calibrate the relationship
between trade and human rights. So I
think what choice do I have but to see
this as an opportunity.

For 10 years many of us, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), for
some of that and others, the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), have
fought this fight about how do we im-
prove trade, improve human rights and
stop the proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction by China. Again, the
PNTR vote has been taken and a choice
has been made. So in my optimistic

spirit, I think that maybe putting that
aside now, we can really focus on the
human rights, proliferation and some
of the trade issues in a way that does
not menace, for some, the passage of
PNTR. So with the air cleared and that
decision made, hopefully we will all
join together when we hear of some of
the things that are happening in China
that are not in furtherance of our na-
tional security, that is, promoting
democratic values, stopping the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, growing our economy by pro-
moting exports abroad.

The reason, Mr. Speaker, we are hav-
ing this vote today is because when we
took the PNTR vote, and I am sure this
was explained earlier, but I think it
bears repeating, when we took the
PNTR vote earlier in the year, it was
to be effective when China became a
member of the WTO. China has not met
all of the requirements, and indeed
today there is a wire story that says
that China’s bid for admission to WTO
still faces major hurdles and more time
is needed before it gets the green light.
They said compilation of key docu-
ments essential to the process were
running into problems, with the United
States and the European Union sensing
that China was trying to water down
parts of the agreement it has made
with them.

At the same time, some developing
countries, including India, were insist-
ing despite China’s objections that
their domestic interests should have
the same protection against floods of
China’s imports, especially textiles, as
the big powers had won. It is far from
over yet, said one key official. There is
a lot more work still to do and a lot of
problems to resolve.

Let us hope they do resolve them.
Then they would get PNTR, but only
then would they get PNTR. And some
of the concerns that many of us had on
the vote, we were not saying they
should not get it, we were saying if and
when they meet the criteria that is es-
tablished, the standards in our bilat-
eral, then we should give them PNTR.
Let us give them a chance to take the
initial steps. Well, they have not yet,
but again the Congress has spoken.

I just want to make a couple of
points. Since our vote, China, in terms
of human rights, the day after the con-
gressional vote on PNTR, China con-
tinued to persecute individuals for
their religious beliefs. Reuters reported
that a Chinese court sentenced a
Roman Catholic priest to 6 years in jail
only for printing Bibles. The arrests
are part of a nationwide repression
campaign on authorized religious ac-
tivities.

Then on June 8, Chinese authorities
arrested an operator of an Internet
Web site because it posted news about
dissidents and the government’s 1989
crackdown on pro-democracy protest in
Tiananmen Square. The Web site is a
U.S.-based Internet service provider. In
response to this, many people in the
Internet world, which I come from,
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have said, well, wait until the Internet
democratizes China. When this hap-
pened, they said, what can we say? If
we say something, we will only endan-
ger these people further.

The gentleman from Michigan’s (Mr.
LEVIN) commission is going to be very
important in addressing some of these
issues. Then on June 13, the Chinese
police arrested members of the China
Democracy Party which they have out-
lawed who were sentenced to 3 years in
a labor camp for only asking for the re-
lease of a fellow dissident. Imagine
that. Sentenced to 3 years for request-
ing the release of a fellow dissident.
Many members of the China Democ-
racy Party already serving long terms
in labor camps throughout China. Yes-
terday China’s middle school teachers
were beaten and seriously injured by
police for protesting a plan to force
them to resign and take tests to get
their jobs back.

Mr. Speaker, Congress has spoken
but our work is not done. Hopefully we
can work together to improve human
rights, trade and to stop the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF).

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, there will be
no real human rights monitoring in
China. The Russians were signatories
of the Helsinki Final Accords and Hel-
sinki worked. The Chinese will never
sign or participate in the monitoring.

If every Member would go back and
search your files, how many letters
have you all sent to China on behalf of
the Catholic bishops, the 14 Catholic
bishops that are in jail? How many of
you have sent a letter since we have
passed PNTR?

I do not know why we are having a
debate, but we are having it, and I
think the gentlewoman from California
made the case, your side won. But now
have you done anything about the
human rights concerns raised? Have
you done anything about the fact that
the Dalai Lama cannot return to Tibet
and Tibet is still being plundered?
Search your files. Have you done any-
thing with regard to Tibet? Or have
you done anything, as the gentle-
woman talked about, to help house
church leaders who have been arrested
since we passed PNTR? Have you done
anything with regard to them? Do you
think Boeing has done anything with
regard to the Catholic priests? Do you
think Boeing, the head of Boeing, has
done anything with regard to the evan-
gelical house church leaders that have
been arrested? Do you think Boeing
has done anything with regard to the
Catholic priest who went to jail for
publishing the Bible? You all probably
know that Boeing has not done any-
thing.

Secondly, I think we are in the same
mood as we were during the 1930s with
regard to Winston Churchill and Nazi

Germany. I think when I watch what is
taking place in the other body, Senator
THOMPSON is trying to do something
and Members are urging him not to do
anything because he may upset this. In
closing, your side won. I wish their
commission works. But in the mean-
time, not only those of us who have
been against PNTR but those of you
who have been for PNTR have an obli-
gation, have a burden that every time
you get a Dear Colleague letter from a
Member asking that something be done
to help a Catholic priest in China, you
sign the letter. When there is some-
thing to be done with regard to a
Catholic bishop, you sign the letter.
When there is something to do with re-
gard to Tibet and the Dalai Lama, you
sign the letter. When there is some-
thing to be done to stop the persecu-
tion of the Moslems in the northwest
portion of the country, you sign the
letter. When we raise concerns with re-
gard to nuclear proliferation in China,
you sign the letter. If we can come to-
gether with regard to these issues of
human rights and religious persecu-
tion, perhaps we can make some
changes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of the
resolution disapproving the extension of nor-
mal trade relations with China for another
year.

Just two months ago we were on this floor
debating the issue of granting permanent nor-
mal trade relations with China. At that time I
and many of our colleagues provided evidence
which showed that China has done nothing to
deserve permanent access to U.S. markets.
The evidence was strong in the areas of na-
tional security and human rights showing that
the Chinese government is a brutal regime
which poses a serious national security threat
to the United States and which continues to
commit human rights abuses and persecutes
its own people for their religious beliefs.

In the past two months since the PNTR de-
bate, the fears which many expressed about
China’s behavior have become reality and
have been reported on by some of the major
newspapers and leading news sources on
China.

Immediately after the PNTR vote, the Wash-
ington Post published a lengthy article on the
core planning document for the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. This document reportedly says that
there should be a new focus on Asia, in part
because of the risk of a hostile relationship
with China.

The article, stated: ‘‘Cautiously but steadily,
the Pentagon is looking at Asia as the most
likely arena for future military conflict . . .’’
The article reports that a Pentagon official es-
timates that ‘‘. . . about two-thirds of the for-
ward looking games staged by the Pentagon
over the last eight years have taken place
partly or wholly in Asia.’’ Aaron L. Friedberg,
political scientist at Princeton University is
quoted on this subject, saying ‘‘. . . however
reluctantly, we are beginning to face up to the
fact that we are likely over the next few years
to be engaged in an ongoing military competi-
tion with China . . . Indeed in certain re-
spects, we already are.’’ I submit this article
for the record.

China has exported weapons of mass de-
struction and missiles in violation of treaty

commitments. The director of the CIA has said
that China remains a ‘‘key supplier’’ of these
weapons to Pakistan, Iran, and North Korea.
Other reports indicate China has passed on
similar weapons and technology to Libya and
Syria. If one of these countries is involved in
a conflict, it is very possible that our men and
women in uniform could be called into harm’s
way. These weapons of mass destruction
could then be targeted against American
troops.

I am concerned about the alliance that
seems to be forming between China and Rus-
sia against the U.S. China is purchasing as
many weapons from Russia as it can. I am
concerned with recent reports in the Taiwan
press that Russia will dispatch its Pacific Fleet
to check the route of the U.S. Seventh Fleet
if the U.S. makes any movement toward Tai-
wan during a China-Taiwan conflict. I also
submit this article for the record. Also, reports
indicate that China has purchased advanced
naval vessels and top of the line anti-ship mis-
siles from the Russians that specifically are
meant to be used against U.S. aircraft car-
riers.

The Chinese government has continued to
persecute people because of their faith. Com-
pass Direct, a news service that covers global
religious freedom, reports that the government
has cracked down on the House Church in
Anhui province with new restrictions entailing
all new house churches that are unregistered
with the government are outlawed; all unregis-
tered meetings and Bible training classes are
labeled as illegal activities; and well over one
hundred House church believers have been
arrested in the past few months.

Compass Direct also reports that:
Ten house church leaders were arrested in

May in Guangdong province.
Two Beijing House church leaders have re-

portedly received 11⁄2 year sentences in prison
labor camps for organizing ‘‘illegal religious
meetings’’.

An underground Catholic priest near
Wenzhou Province, Father Jiang Sunian, was
reportedly given a six-year jail sentence on
May 25 for printing Bibles and other religious
literature without official permission.

The head of China’s Religious Affairs Bu-
reau, recently said that the Communist Party
will increase the Party’s control of religious af-
fairs and ‘‘redirect the religions toward the ad-
aptation of the socialist society.’’

The U.S. Committee on International Reli-
gious Freedom has recently stated that the
Chinese government has increased its perse-
cution of the Muslim Uighurs in Northwest
China. I submit the Commission’s statement
for the record.

Tibetan Buddhists continue to be per-
secuted and imprisoned by the Chinese com-
munist government.

In the PNTR debate, we said China’s mili-
tary engages in organ trafficking. On June 15
the International Herald Tribune published an
article on the Chinese government’s role in the
organ trafficking of prisoners. I submit this arti-
cle for the record. The article says:

‘‘The day before convicts are executed—
usually in batches—a group of patients in the
hospital are told to expect the operation the
next day . . . The night before their execution,
18 convicts were shown on a Chinese tele-
vision program, their crimes announced to the
public. Wilson Yeo saw the broadcast from his
hospital bed in China and knew that one of
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the men scheduled to die would provide him
with the kidney he so badly needed.’’

‘‘China’s preferred method of capital punish-
ment, a bullet to the back of the head, is con-
ducive to transplants because it does not con-
taminate the prisoner’s organs with poisonous
chemicals, as lethal injections do, or directly
effect the circulatory system, as would a bullet
through the heart.

‘‘. . . kidneys are essentially handed out to
the highest bidders . . .’’

A Chinese official from the Health Ministry
was quoted saying that the trafficking of exe-
cuted prisoner’s organs ‘‘. . . is put under
stringent state control and must go through
standard procedures.’’

In closing, since PNTR has passed, there is
even more evidence about China’s gross
human rights violations, religious persecution,
and information regarding the national security
threat that China poses to the U.S.

As I said in my statement for the record dur-
ing the PNTR debate, the U.S. is at a cross-
roads in its relationship with China. Wishful
thinking and ignoring all of the evidence about
China’s human rights violations, religious per-
secution, and national security threat do not
change the reality of the regime in China.

We need to learn what history teaches us
about leadership. Leadership is not about see-
ing what we wish to see. Leadership is not
about closing our eyes to the threats before
us. Leadership is about clearly, lucidly, and
forcefully addressing facts and truth and taking
appropriate action.

The American way of life, our freedom can
only be preserved by vigilance. Vigilance re-
quires us to look at the situation in China
today and conclude that the Chinese regime
should not have received permanent trade re-
lations with the U.S. until the questions of na-
tional security were adequately addressed and
until there was a significant improvement in
China’s human rights record.

The same applies to this debate on extend-
ing approval of normal trade relations with
China. Giving China PNTR was the wrong
thing to do and for the same reasons, which
are buttressed by even more evidence today,
the U.S. should disapprove extension of China
normal trade relations.

[From the Washington Post, May 26, 2000]
FOR PENTAGON, ASIA MOVING TO FOREFRONT

(By Thomas E. Ricks)

When Pentagon officials first sat down last
year to update the core planning document
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, they listed China
as a potential future adversary, a momen-
tous change from the last decade of the Cold
War.

But when the final version of the docu-
ment, titled ‘‘Joint Vision 2020,’’ is released
next week, it will be far more discreet. Rath-
er than explicitly pointing at China, it sim-
ply will warn of the possible rise of an un-
identified ‘‘peer competitor.’’

The Joint Chiefs’ wrestling with how to
think about China—and how open to be
about that effort—captures in a nutshell the
U.S. military’s quiet shift away from its tra-
ditional focus on Europe. Cautiously but
steadily, the Pentagon is looking at Asia as
the most likely arena for future military
conflict, or at least competition.

This new orientation is reflected in many
small but significant changes: more attack
submarines assigned to the Pacific, more war
games and strategic studies centered on
Asia, more diplomacy aimed at reconfiguring
the U.S. military presence in the area.

It is a trend that carries huge implications
for the shape of the armed services. It also
carries huge stakes for U.S. foreign policy.
Some specialists warn that as the United
States thinks about a rising China, it ought
to remember the mistakes Britain made in
dealing with Germany in the years before
World War I.

The new U.S. military interest in Asia also
reverses a Cold War trend under which the
Pentagon once planned by the year 2000 to
have just ‘‘a minimal military presence’’ in
Japan, recalls retired Army Gen. Robert W.
RisCassi, a former U.S. commander in South
Korea.

Two possibilities are driving this new
focus. The first is a chance of peace in Korea;
the second is the risk of a hostile relation-
ship with China.

Although much of the current discussion
in Washington is about a possible military
threat from North Korea, for military plan-
ners the real question lies further ahead:
What to do after a Korean rapprochement?
In this view, South Korea already has won
its economic and ideological struggle with
North Korea, and all that really remains is
to negotiate terms for peace.

According to one Defense Department offi-
cial, William S. Cohen’s fist question to pol-
icy officials when he became defense sec-
retary in 1997 was: How can we change the
assumption that U.S. troops will be with-
drawn after peace comes to the Korean pe-
ninsula? Next month’s first-ever summit be-
tween the leaders of North and South Korea
puts a sharper edge on this issue.

In the longer run, many American policy-
makers expect China to emerge sooner or
later as a great power with significant influ-
ence over the rest of Asia. That, along with
a spate of belligerent statements about Tai-
wan from Chinese officials this spring, has
helped focus the attention of top policy-
makers on China’s possible military ambi-
tions. ‘‘The Chinese saber-rattling has got-
ten people’s attention, there’s no question of
that,’’ said Abram Shulsky, a China expert
at the Rand Corp.

THE BUZZWORD IS CHINA

Between tensions over Taiwan and this
week’s House vote to normalize trade rela-
tions with China, ‘‘China is the new Beltway
buzzword,’’ observed Dov S. Zakheim, a
former Pentagon official who is an adviser
on defense policy to Republican presidential
candidate George W. Bush.

To be sure, large parts of the U.S. military
remain ‘‘Eurocentric,’’ especially much of
the Army. The shift is being felt most among
policymakers and military planners—that is,
officials charged with thinking about the fu-
ture—and least among front-line units. Nor
is it a change that the Pentagon is pro-
claiming from the rooftops. Defense Depart-
ment officials see little value in being ex-
plicit about the shift in U.S. attention,
which could worry old allies in Europe and
antagonize China.

Even so, military experts point to changes
on a variety of fronts. For example, over the
last several years, there has been an unan-
nounced shift in the Navy’s deployment of
attack submarines, which in the post-Cold
War world have been used as intelligence as-
sets—to intercept communications, monitor
ship movements and clandestinely insert
commandos—and also as front-line platforms
for launching Tomahawk cruise missiles
against Iraq, Serbia and other targets. Just a
few years ago, the Navy kept 60 percent of its
attack boats in the Atlantic. Now, says a
senior Navy submariner, it has shifted to a 5–
50 split between the Atlantic and Pacific
fleets, and before long the Pacific may get
the majority.

But so far the focus on Asia is mostly con-
ceptual, not physical. It is now a common as-

sumption among national security thinkers
that the area from Baghdad to Tokyo will be
the main location of U.S. military competi-
tion for the next several decades. ‘‘The focus
of great power competition is likely to shift
from Europe to Asia,’’ said Andrew
Krepinevich, director of the Center for Stra-
tegic and Budgetary Assessments, a small
but influential Washington think tank.
James Bodner, the principal deputy under-
secretary of defense for policy, added that,
‘‘The center of gravity of the world economy
has shifted to Asia, and U.S. interests flow
with that.’’

When Marine Gen. Anthony Zinni, one of
the most thoughtful senior officers in the
military, met with the Army Science Board
earlier this spring, he commented off-
handedly that America’s ‘‘long-standing Eu-
rope-centric focus’’ probably would shift in
coming decades as policymakers ‘‘pay more
attention to the Pacific Rim, and especially
to China.’’ This is partly because of trade
and economics, he indicated, and partly be-
cause of the changing ethnic makeup of the
U.S. population. (California is enormously
important in U.S. domestic politics, explains
one Asia expert at the Pentagon, and Asian
Americans are increasingly influential in
that state’s elections, which can make or
break presidential candidates.)

Just 10 years ago, said Maj. Gen. Robert H.
Scales, Jr., commandant of the Army War
College, roughly 90 percent of U.S. military
thinking about future warfare centered on
head-on clashes of armies in Europe.
‘‘Today,’’ he said, ‘‘it’s probably 50–50, or
even more’’ tilted toward warfare using char-
acteristic Asian tactics, such as deception
and indirection.

WAR GAMING

The U.S. military’s favorite way of testing
its assumptions and ideas is to run a war
game. Increasingly, the major games played
by the Pentagon—except for the Army—take
place in Asia, on an arc from Teheran to
Tokyo. The games are used to ask how the
U.S. military might respond to some of the
biggest questions it faces: Will Iran go nu-
clear—or become more aggressive with an
array of hard-to-stop cruise missiles? Will
Pakistan and India engage in nuclear war—
or, perhaps even worse, will Pakistan break
up, with its nuclear weapons falling into the
hands of Afghan mujaheddin? Will Indonesia
fall apart? Will North Korea collapse peace-
fully? And what may be the biggest question
of all: Will the United States and China
avoid military confrontation? All in all, esti-
mates one Pentagon official, about two-
thirds of the forward-looking games staged
by the Pentagon over the last eight years
have taken place partly or wholly in Asia.

Last year, the Air Force’s biggest annual
war game looked at the Mideast and Korea.
This summer’s game, ‘‘Global Engagement
5,’’ to be played over more than a week at
Maxwell Air Force Base in Alabama, will
posit ‘‘a rising large East Asian nation’’ that
is attempting to wrest control of Siberia,
with all its oil and other natural resources,
from a weak Russia. At one point, the United
States winds up basing warplanes in Siberia
to defend Russian interests.

Because of the sensitivity of talking about
fighting China, ‘‘What everybody’s trying to
do is come up with games that are kind of
China, but not china by name,’’ said an Air
Force strategist.

‘‘I think that, however reluctantly, we are
beginning to face up to the fact that we are
likely over the next few years to be engaged
in an ongoing military competition with
China,’’ noted Princeton political scientist
Aaron L. Friedberg. ‘‘Indeed, in certain re-
spects, we already are.’’
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TWIN EFFORTS

The new attention to Asia also is reflected
in two long-running, military-diplomatic ef-
forts.

The first is a drive to renegotiate the U.S.
military presence in northeast Asia. This is
aimed mainly at ensuring that American
forces still will be welcome in South Korea
and Japan if the North Korean threat dis-
appears. To that end, the U.S. military will
be instructed to act less like post-World War
II occupation forces and more like guests or
partners.

Pentagon experts on Japan and Korea say
they expect that ‘‘status of forces agree-
ments’’ gradually will be diluted, so that
local authorities will gain more jurisdiction
over U.S. military personnel in criminal
cases. In addition, they predict that U.S.
bases in Japan and South Korea will be
jointly operated in the future by American
and local forces, perhaps even with a local
officer in command.

At Kadena Air Force Base on the southern
Japanese island of Okinawa, for example, the
U.S. military has started a program, called
‘‘Base Without Fences,’’ under which the
governor has been invited to speak on the
post, local residents are taken on bus tours
of the base that include a stop at a memorial
to Japan’s World War II military, and local
reporters have been given far more access to
U.S. military officials.

‘‘We don’t have to stay in our foxhole,’’
said Air Force Brig. Gen. James B. Smith,
who devised the more open approach. ‘‘To
guarantee a lasting presence, there needs to
be a private and public acknowledgment of
the mutual benefit of our presence.’’

Behind all this lies a quiet recognition
that Japan may no longer unquestioningly
follow the U.S. lead in the region. A recent
classified national intelligence estimate con-
cluded that Japan has several strategic op-
tions available, among them seeking a sepa-
rate accommodation with China, Pentagon
officials disclosed. ‘‘Japan isn’t Richard Gere
in ‘An Officer and a Gentleman,’ ’’ one offi-
cial said. ‘‘That is, unlike him, it does have
somewhere else to go.’’

In the long term, this official added, a key
goal of U.S. politico-military policy is to en-
sure that when Japan reemerges as a great
power, it behaves itself in Asia, unlike the
last time around, in the 1930s, when it
launched a campaign of vicious military con-
quest.

SOUTHEAST ASIA REDUX

The second major diplomatic move is the
negotiation of the U.S. military’s reentry in
Southeast Asia, 25 years after the end of the
Vietnam War and almost 10 years after the
United States withdrew from its bases in the
Philippines. After settling on a Visiting
Forces Agreement last year, the United
States and the Philippines recently staged
their first joint military exercise in years,
‘‘Balikatan 2000.’’

The revamped U.S. military relationship
with the Philippines, argues one general,
may be a model for the region. Instead of
building ‘‘Little America’’ bases with bowl-
ing alleys and Burger Kings that are off-lim-
its to the locals, U.S. forces will conduct fre-
quent joint exercises to train Americans and
Filipinos to operate together in everything
from disaster relief to full-scale combat. The
key, he said, isn’t permanent bases but occa-
sional access to facilities and the ability to
work with local troops.

Likewise, the United States has broadened
its military contacts with Australia, putting
10,0000 troops into the Queensland region a
year ago for joint exercises. And this year,
for the first time, Singapore’s military is
participating in ‘‘Cobra Gold,’’ the annual
U.S.-Thai exercise. Singapore also is build-

ing a new pier specifically to meet the dock-
ing requirements of a nuclear-powered U.S.
aircraft carrier. The U.S. military even has
dipped a cautious toe back into Vietnam,
with Cohen this spring becoming the first de-
fense secretary since Melvin R. Laird to visit
that nation.

The implications of this change already
are stirring concern in Europe. In the March
issue of Proceedings, the professional journal
of the U.S. Navy, Cmdr. Michele Consentino,
an Italian navy officer, fretted about the
American focus on the Far East and about
‘‘dangerous gaps’’ emerging in the U.S. mili-
tary presence in the Mediterranean.

WHERE THE GENERALS ARE

If the U.S. military firmly concludes that
its major missions are likely to take place in
Asia, it may have to overhaul the way it is
organized, equipped and even led. ‘‘Most U.S.
military assets are in Europe, where there
are no foreseeable conflicts threatening vital
U.S. interests,’’ said ‘‘Asia 2025,’’ a Pentagon
study conducted last summer. ‘‘The threats
are in Asia,’’ it warned.

This study, recently read by Cohen, point-
edly noted that U.S. military planning re-
mains ‘‘heavily focused on Europe,’’ that
there are four times as many generals and
admirals assigned to Europe as to Asia, and
that about 85 percent of military officers
studying foreign languages are still learning
European tongues.

‘‘Since I’ve been here, we’ve tried to put
more emphasis on our position in the Pa-
cific,’’ Cohen said in an interview as he flew
home from his most recent trip to Asia. This
isn’t, he added, ‘‘a zero-sum game, to ignore
Europe, but recognizing that the [economic]
potential in Asia is enormous’’—especially,
he said, if the United States is willing to
help maintain stability in the region.

TYRANNY OF DISTANCE

Talk to a U.S. military planner about the
Pacific theater, and invariably the phrase
‘‘the tyranny of distance’’ pops up. Hawaii
may seem to many Americans to be well out
in the Pacific, but it is another 5,000 miles
from there to Shanghai. All told, it is about
twice as far from San Diego to China as it is
from New York to Europe. Cohen noted that
the military’s new focus on Asia means,
‘‘We’re going to want more C–17s’’ (military
cargo planes) as well as ‘‘more strategic air-
lift’’ and ‘‘more strategic sealift.’’

Other experts say that barely scratches the
surface of the revamping that Asian oper-
ations might require. The Air Force, they
say, would need more long-range bombers
and refuelers—and probably fewer short-
range fighters such as the hot new F–22, de-
signed during the Cold War for dogfights in
the relatively narrow confines of Central Eu-
rope. ‘‘We are still thinking about aircraft
design as if it were for the border of Ger-
many,’’ argues James G. Roche, head of Nor-
throp Grumman Corp.’s electronic sensors
unit and a participant in last year’s Pen-
tagon study of Asia’s future. ‘‘Asia is a much
bigger area than Europe, so planes need
longer ‘legs.’ ’’

Similarly, the Navy would need more ships
that could operate at long distances. It
might even need different types of warships.
For example, the Pentagon study noted, to-
day’s ships aren’t ‘‘stealthy’’—built to evade
radar—and may become increasingly vulner-
able as more nations acquire precision-guid-
ed missiles.

Also, the Navy may be called on to execute
missions in places where it has not operated
for half a century. If the multi-island nation
of Indonesia falls apart, the Pentagon study
suggested, then the Navy may be called upon
to keep open the crucial Strait of Malacca,
through which passes much of the oil and gas
from the Persian Gulf to Japan and the rest
of East Asia.

The big loser among the armed forces like-
ly would be the Army, whose strategic rel-
evancy already is being questioned as it
struggles to deploy its forces more quickly.
‘‘At its most basic level, the rise of Asia
means a rise of emphasis on naval, air and
space power at the expense of ground
forces,’’ said Eliot Cohen, a professor of stra-
tegic studies at Johns Hopkins University.

In a few years, Pentagon insiders predict,
the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff will
be from the Navy or Air Force, following 12
years in which Army officers—Generals
Colin L. Powell, John Shalikashvili and
Henry H. Shelton—have been the top officers
in the military. Perhaps even more signifi-
cantly, they foresee the Air Force taking
away from the Navy at least temporarily the
position of ‘‘CINCPAC,’’ the commander in
chief of U.S. forces in the Pacific. There al-
ready is talk within the Air Force of basing
parts of an ‘‘Air Expeditionary Force’’ in
Guam, where B–2 stealth bombers have been
sent in the past in response to tensions with
North Korea.

PARALLEL WITH PAST

If the implications for the U.S. military of
a new focus on Asia are huge, so too are the
risks. Some academics and Pentagon intel-
lectuals see a parallel between the U.S. ef-
fort to manage the rise of China as a great
power and the British failure to accommo-
date or divert the ambitions of a newly uni-
fied Germany in the late 19th century. That
effort ended in World War I, which slaugh-
tered a generation of British youth and
marked the beginning of British imperial de-
cline.

If Sino-American antagonism grows, some
strategists warn, national missile defense
may play the role that Britain’s develop-
ment of the battleship Dreadnought played a
century ago—a superweapon that upset the
balance by making Germany’s arsenal stra-
tegically irrelevant. Chinese officials have
said they believe the U.S. plan for missile de-
fense is aimed at negating their relatively
small force of about 20 intercontinental bal-
listic missiles.

If the United States actually builds a
workable antimissile system, former na-
tional security adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski
predicts, ‘‘the effect of that would be imme-
diately felt by the Chinese nuclear forces and
[would] presumably precipitate a buildup.’’
That in turn could provoke India to beef up
its own nuclear forces, a move that would
threaten Pakistan. A Chinese buildup also
could make Japan feel that it needed to
build up its own military.

Indian officials already are quietly telling
Pentagon officials that the rise of China will
make the United States and India natural al-
lies. India also is feeling its oats militarily.
The Hindustan Times recently reported that
the Indian navy plans to reach far eastward
this year to hold submarine and aircraft ex-
ercises in the South China Sea, a move sure
to tweak Beijing.

Some analysts believe that the hidden
agenda of the U.S. military is to use the rise
of Asia as a way to shore up the Pentagon
budget, which now consumes about 3 percent
of the gross domestic product, compared to
5.6 percent at the end of the Cold War in 1989.
‘‘If the military grabs onto this in order to
get more money, that’s scary,’’ said retired
Air Force Col. Sam Gardiner, who frequently
conducts war games for the military.

Indeed, Cohen is already making the point
that operating in Asia is expensive. He said
it is clear that America will have to main-
tain ‘‘forward’’ forces in Asia. And that, he
argued, will require a bigger defense budget.

‘‘There’s a price to pay for what we’re
doing,’’ Cohen concluded. ‘‘The question
we’re going to have to face in the coming
years is, are we willing to pay up?’’
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AN EYE ON ASIA

U.S. forces dedicated to the Pacific region:
U.S. Army Pacific 60,000 soldiers and civil-
ians (two divisions and one brigade); U.S. Pa-
cific Fleet 130,000 sailors and civilians (170
ships); Pacific Air Forces 40,000 airmen and
civilians (380 aircraft in nine wings); Marine
Forces Pacific 70,000 Marines and civilians
(two expeditionary forces).

ON FOREIGN SHORES

Major U.S. deployments in Asia include:
U.S. Forces Japan: 47,000 personnel ashore

and 12,000 afloat at 90 locations.
U.S. Forces Korea: 37,500 personnel at 85 in-

stallations.
TRAINING GROUNDS

The Pacific Command participates in doz-
ens of joint exercises with allied countries
each year, including:

1. Cobra Gold: The U.S.-Thai exercise is ex-
panding to include Singapore.

2. Foal Eagle: Brings together U.S. and
South Korean troops on the Korean penin-
sula.

3. Crocodile: A training exercise with Aus-
tralia at Shoalwater Bay.

4. Rim of the Pacific: Participants include
the U.S., Australia, Japan and South Korea
(pictured above).

[From Hong Kong Sing Tao Jih Pao, July 8,
2000]

RUSSIAN NAVY REPORTEDLY INSTRUCTED TO
STOP US INVOLVEMENT IN TAIWAN STRAIT

(By Reporter Li Nien-ting)
Taiwan’s media have reported that after

the Sino-Russian summit a few days ago,
Russian President Vladimir Putin gave a
special instruction to the Russian military
that in case the Taiwan situation deterio-
rates and the US military attempts to be-
come involved in the situation, Russia will
dispatch its Pacific Fleet to check the route
of the Seventh Fleet of the US Navy, to keep
the latter far away from the Taiwan Strait.
This will be the embryonic form of Sino-Rus-
sian military cooperation in defense.

Jiang Zemin and Putin, the heads of state
of China and Russia, had an in-depth ex-
change of views before the five-nation sum-
mit a few days ago. The two countries
reached a consensus on jointly opposing the
US global missile defense system (TMD) [as
published; acronym given in English] and
made commitments on Sino-Russian mili-
tary cooperation in defense.

Relevant analysis held that military co-
operation and antagonism seems to have be-
come the hottest topic for discussion in the
post-Cold-War period. Following the US at-
tempt to develop the national missile de-
fense system and TMD, China has found the
US move to join hands with the weak to deal
with the strong a knotty problem. Having
failed to obtain any result through severe de-
nunciation the Beijing authorities have de-
cided to work with Russia to contend with
the United States. Since Putin was elected
Russian president, the cooperation between
the two countries has tended to be further
strengthened. Their military cooperation has
caused the two countries to be on the same
front against the United States.

A MILITARY COOPERATION PLAN INVOLVING $20
BILLION

Taiwan media have quoted information
from a mainland official source as saying: In
order to strengthen Russia’s strategic coop-
erative partnership with China, Russian
President Putin gave a special instruction to
the high-level officers of the Russian mili-
tary a few days ago that in case the US mili-
tary involves itself in the Taiwan Strait sit-
uation, Russia will dispatch its Pacific Fleet
to cut off the route of the US fleet in order

to keep the latter far away from the Taiwan
Strait.

Regarding the military alliance between
China and Russia, the media of the West
have commented that the strategic coopera-
tive partnership between China and Russia
has entirely been established on the basis of
the fundamental interests of the national se-
curity of the two countries. Therefore, on
the issues of Chechnya and Taiwan, China
and Russia not only should fully support
each other’s sovereignty, territorial integ-
rity, and unity, but also should join hands in
solving the other side’s conflicts over sov-
ereignty and territorial integrity.

It has been disclosed that there is a 2000–
2004 military cooperation plan between
China and Russia that involves as much as
$20 billion. China will purchase from Russia
high-tech equipment for the navy and the air
force, or cooperate with Russia to develop
and produce such equipment. It is believed
that the plan is being implemented.

[From Hong Kong Ta Kung Pao, July 6, 00]
[SPECIAL ARTICLE ON COOPERATION AMONG

PRC, RUSSIA, KAZAKHSTAN, KYRGYZSTAN,
TAJIKISTAN]

(By Mao Chieh)
‘‘That historical issues left over in the past

several hundred years have been mostly
solved over the past five years represents a
great achievement of the ‘‘Shanghai Five’’
meeting. Taking a step back and assuming
crisis in the Taiwan Strait will further esca-
late, the mainland will be able to con-
centrate all its efforts to handle the cross-
strait issue since its worries about its back-
yard have been greatly reduced.’’

The heads of state of China, Russia,
Kazakhstan, Hyrgystan, and Tajikistan
gather today (6 July) in Dushanbe, capital of
Tajikistan, to attend the fifth meeting of the
‘‘Shanghai Five.’’ Due to the presence of the
new Russian President Putin and to the first
attendance of Uzbekistan as an observer, the
Dushanbe summit meeting has attracted
particular attention.

‘‘Of the 20-point Dushanbe Statement
signed today by the five countries’ heads of
state, the main points of the meeting can be
summed up in four,’’ remarked Pan Guang,
director of Shanghai Research Center on
international issues, when interviewed by
this paper’s reporter.

CHINESE PERSECUTION OF UIGHUR MUSLIMS
MAY BE INCREASING, COMMISSION SAYS

The U.S. Commission on International Re-
ligious Freedom today issued a statement
deploring what appears to be increasing per-
secution of Uighur Muslims in China’s
Xinjiang region and called for the U.S. gov-
ernment to raise the issue directly with
China and in international organizations.
Following is the text of the statement:

‘‘In the Commission’s May 1 Annual Re-
port to the Administration and Congress,
and in testimony before Congress, since that
date, we have called attention to the serious
deterioration of religious freedom in China
during the past year.

‘‘Since last summer, the authorities have
launched a nationwide crackdown on the
Falun Gong spiritual movement, sentencing
leaders to long prison terms and detaining
more than 35,000 practitioners, a few of
whom have been sent to mental institutions,
have been beaten to death, or have died sud-
denly while in police custody. Catholic and
Protestant underground ‘‘house churches’’
are suffering increased repression, including
the arrests of priests and pastors, one of
whom was found dead in the street soon
afterwards. The repression of Tibetan Bud-
dhists has expanded, with a top religious
leader, the Karmapa Lama, recently fleeing
to India in January.

‘‘The increase in religious persecution has
touched another group, less known in the
West—the 8 million Muslim Uighurs, a
Turkic people living in western China’s
Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region. In the
face of Han Chinese mass migration into tra-
ditionally Uighur areas, Islamic institutions
have become an important medium through
which Uighurs attempt to preserve their his-
tory and culture.

‘‘Verifiable information from the region is
hard to come by, largely because foreign dip-
lomats, journalists, and human rights mon-
itors are generally barred from traveling
there. But in recent years tensions in
Xinjiang and reports of sporadic violence
against the government have increased.
While the government blames ‘‘small num-
bers’’ of ‘‘separatists’’ for the violence, Is-
lamic institutions and prominent individuals
in the Muslim community have become the
target of repressive, often brutal measures
by Chinese authorities unwilling or unable
to differentiate between religious exercise or
ethnic identify and ‘‘separatist’’ aspirations.
Thousands have been detained, including
many religious leaders. Convictions and exe-
cutions of so-called ‘‘splittists’’ are common,
often reportedly on little evidence and with
no regard for due process of law. Indeed, resi-
dents of Xinjiang region are the only Chinese
citizens who are subject to capital punish-
ment for political crimes.

‘‘Last August, the Chinese authorities
stepped up their crackdown with the arrest
of a prominent Uighur businesswoman,
Rebiya Kadeer. Ms. Kadeer was arrested last
Aug. 11 as she was on her way to a private
dinner in Urumqi with two staff members
from the U.S. Congressional Research Serv-
ice. She was last convicted in a show trial
for ‘‘harming national security’’ and sen-
tenced to 8 years in prison. The evidence
consisted of a number of Chinese newspaper
articles she had passed on to her husband in
the U.S., who commented on them over
Radio Free Asia. Kadeer is reported to be in
poor health and in need of medical help as a
result of brutal treatment meted out to her
in prison.

‘‘In recent days a major Xinjiang news-
paper announced the July 6 execution of
three accused Uighur separatists by firing
squad immediately after their public sen-
tencing on charges of ‘‘splitting the coun-
try.’’ This follows upon similar executions of
five Uighurs immediately after sentencing in
a June trial, with two others sentenced to
life in prison and the others receiving jail
terms ranging from 17 to 20 years.

‘‘Several weeks ago, the House voted to
grant China Permanent Normal Trade Rela-
tions status (PNTR). During the debate,
PNTR supporters argued that the fruits of
engagement with China would be increased
respect for the rule of law and international
norms of behavior with regard to human
rights. As Beijing’s violations of religious
freedom continue unabated, if not at a
stepped up pace, PNTR supporters have a
moral obligation to speak out and let the
Chinese government know that these abuses
are unacceptable. ‘‘No one expected improve-
ment overnight, but certainly things
shouldn’t have deteriorated overnight,’’ said
Commission Chairman Elliott Abrams.

‘‘The Commission reiterates its rec-
ommendation of May 1 that the U.S. govern-
ment raise the profile of conditions in
Xinjiang by addressing religious-freedom and
human rights concerns in bilateral talks, by
increasing the number of education exchange
opportunities available to Uighurs, and by
increasing radio broadcasts in the Uighur
language into Xinjiang. The Commission fur-
ther recommends that the U.S. move imme-
diately to take up the issue in all appro-
priate international organizations. The
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State Department should demand both the
humanitarian release of Rebiya Kadeer from
prison, an immediate end to summary execu-
tions of Uighur ‘‘separatists,’’ and free ac-
cess to Xinjiang for foreign journalist and
human rights monitors. Finally, the Com-
mission urges the U.S. Senate to consider
the plight of the Uighurs and the state of re-
ligious freedom in China as it considers
whether to grant Beijing PNTR status.’’

[From the International Herald Tribune,
June 15, 2000]

AN EXECUTION FOR A KIDNEY

CHINA SUPPLIES CONVICTS’ ORGANS TO
MALAYSIANS

(By Thomas Fuller)
MALACCA, MALAYSIA.—The night before

their execution, 18 convicts were shown on a
Chinese television program, their crimes an-
nounced to the public. Wilson Yeo saw the
broadcast from his hospital bed in China and
knew that one of the men scheduled to die
would provide him with the kidney he so
badly needed.

Mr. Yeo, 40, a Malaysian who manages the
local branch of a lottery company here, says
he never learned the name of the prisoner
whose kidney is now implanted on his right
side. He knows only what the surgeon told
him: The executed man was 19 years old and
sentenced to die for drug trafficking.

‘‘I knew that I would be getting a young
kidney,’’ Mr. Yeo says now, one year after
his successful transplant. ‘‘That was very
important for me.’’

Over the past few years at least a dozen
residents of this small Malaysian city have
traveled to a provincial hospital in
Chongqing, China, where they paid for what
they could not get in Malaysia: functioning
kidneys to prolong their lives.

They went to China, a place most of them
barely knew, with at least $10,000 in cash.
They encountered a medical culture where
kidneys were given to those with money and
a doctor could stop treatment if a patient
didn’t pay up. Surgeons advised them to wait
until a major holiday, when authorities tra-
ditionally execute the most prisoners.

China’s preferred method of capital punish-
ment, a bullet to the back of the head, is
conducive to transplants because it does not
contaminate the prisoners’ organs with poi-
sonous chemicals, as lethal injections do, or
directly affect the circulatory system, as
would a bullet through the heart.

More than 1,000 Malaysians have had kid-
ney transplants in China, according to an es-
timate by Dr. S.Y. Tan, one of Malaysia’s
leading kidney specialists. Many patients go
after giving up hope of finding an organ
donor in Malaysia, where the average wait-
ing period for a transplant is 16 years.

Interviews with patients who underwent
the operation in China reveal how the mar-
ket for Chinese kidneys has blossomed here—
to the point where patients from Malacca ne-
gotiated a special price with Chinese doctors.

In 1998, two doctors from the Third Affili-
ated Hospital, a military-run complex in
Chongqing, came to Malacca and spoke at
the local chapter of the Lions Club about
their procedures. Kidney patients worked
out a deal with the doctors: Residents of Ma-
lacca would be charged $10,000 for the proce-
dure instead of the $12,000 paid by other for-
eigners.

It goes without saying that the kidney
transplants these doctors perform are highly
controversial. The Transportation Society, a
leading international medical forum based in
Montreal, has banned the use of organs from
convicted criminals. Human rights groups
call the practice barbaric.

But patients here who have undergone the
operation in China say they were too des-

perate at the time to consider the ethical
consequences.

Today they are simply happy to be alive.
The trip to Chongqing offered them an es-
cape from the dialysis machines, blood trans-
fusions, dizziness and frequent bouts of vom-
iting. And why, they ask, should healthy or-
gans be put to waste if they can save lives?

‘‘Ethics are only a game for those people
who are not sick,’’ says Tan Dau Chin, a
paramedic who has spent his career working
with dialysis patients in Malacca. ‘‘Let me
put it this way: What if this happened to
you?’’

Simon Leong, 35, a Malaccan who under-
went a successful operation two years ago in
Chongqing, says the principle of buying an
organ is ‘‘wrong.’’

‘‘But I was thinking, I have two sons.
Who’s going to provide for them?’’

Corrine Yong, 54, who returned from
Chongqing two months ago after a successful
operation, was told that if she did not re-
ceive a transplant she would probably not
live much longer.

‘‘I didn’t have a choice,’’ she says of her de-
cision to go to China.

For kidney patients in Malaysia the
chances of obtaining a transplant from a
local donor are slim. Despite an extremely
high death rate on Malaysian roads—in a
country of 22 million people, an average of 16
people are killed every day in traffic acci-
dents—the organ donation system is woe-
fully undeveloped.

Kidneys were transplanted from just eight
donors last year. Thousands of people are on
the official waiting list.

Dr. Tan, the Malaysian kidney specialist,
says the small number of donors in Malaysia
is partly due to religious and cultural ta-
boos.

Malaysian Muslim families in particular
are reluctant to allow organs to be removed
before burial, although this is not the case in
some other Muslim countries, such as Saudi
Arabia, which has a relatively high number
of donors.

Organ donation has always been an uncom-
fortable issue. The terminology is euphe-
mistic and macabre: Doctors speak of ‘‘har-
vesting’’ organs from patients who are brain-
dead, but whose hearts are still beating.

And when the issue of executed prisoners
comes into play, transplants become politi-
cally explosive.

‘‘It is well known that the death penalty is
often meted out in China for things that
most people in Western countries would not
regard as capital crimes,’’ said Roy Calne, a
professor of surgery at both Cambridge Uni-
versity and the National University of
Singapore.

Using organs from executed prisoners is
not only ethically wrong, he says, but dis-
courages potential donors to step forward in
China: ‘‘If the perception of the public in
China is that there’s no shortage of organs
you’re not likely to get any enthusiasm for
a donation program.’’

It is impossible to know exactly how many
Asians travel to China for organ transplants.
But data informally collected from doctors
in at least three countries suggest the num-
bers are in the hundreds every year.

Also impossible to confirm is whether all
parties in China receive organs from exe-
cuted prisoners and not other donors.

But patients interviewed for this article
say doctors in China make no secret of where
the organ comes from. The day before con-
victs are executed—usually in batches—a
group of patients in the hospital are told to
expect the operation the next day.

Melvin Teh, 40, a Malacca businessman
who received a kidney transplant from a hos-
pital in Guangzhou two years ago, says doc-
tors did not offer the names of the prisoners.

‘‘They just tell you it was a convict,’’ he
said. ‘‘They don’t tell you what he did.’’

Mrs. Yong says doctors told her that the
donors were all ‘‘young men’’ who had com-
mitted ‘‘serious, violent’’ crimes.

Chinese officials have admitted that or-
gans are occasionally taken from convicts,
but deny that the practice is widespread.

‘‘It is rare in China to use the bodies of ex-
ecuted convicts or organs from an executed
convict,’’ an official from the Health Min-
istry was quoted as saying in the China
Daily in 1998. ‘‘If it is done, it is put under
stringent state control and must go through
standard procedures.’’

That view does not jibe with the stories
that patients from Malacca tell, where kid-
neys are essentially handed out to the high-
est bidders, often foreigners.

Mr. Leong, the Chongqing patient, and his
wife, Karen Soh, who accompanied him to
China, say money was paramount for the
surgeons involved in the operation. They re-
counted how another Malaysian kidney
transplant patient who suffered complica-
tions while in Chongqing had run out of cash.

‘‘They stopped the medication for one
day,’’ Mrs. Soh said, referring to the anti-re-
jection drugs. The patient was already very
sick and eventually died of infection upon
her return to Malaysis, according to Mrs.
Soh.

Patients say they are advised by friends
who have already undergone a transplant to
bring the surgeons gifts. Mrs. Young brought
a pewter teapot and picture frame. Ms. Soh
and her husband brought a bottle of Martell
cognac, a carton of 555 brand cigarettes and
a bottle of perfume for the chief surgeon’s
wife.

‘‘They call it ‘starting off on the right
foot’ ’’ Mrs. Soh said.

After the operation was complete, the cou-
ple gave two of the doctors ‘‘red packets’’
filled with cash: 3,000 yuan ($360) for the
chief surgeon, and 2,000 yuan for his assist-
ant. Other patients also ‘‘tipped,’’ although
the amounts varied.

It might be tempting to see the market for
Chinese organs as part of the more general
links that overseas Chinese have with the
mainland.

Many of the patients are indeed ethnically
Chinese and come from countries—Malaysia,
Taiwan, Thailand—with either links to the
mainland or large ethnic Chinese popu-
lations.

Yet if the experience of Malaysian patients
in any indication, the trip to China provides
a severe culture shock. Patients recalled un-
sanitary conditions, and for those who did
not speak Mandarin the experience was
harrowing.

Mr. Leong, who speaks little Mandarin,
was helped by his wife who wrote out a list
of phrases for her husband to memorize. The
list included: ‘‘I’m feeling pain!’’ ‘‘I’m
thirsty.’’ ‘‘Can you turn me over?’’ Mr.
Leong would simply say the number that
corresponded to his complaint and the nurse
would check the list.

But more difficult than communicating is
paying for the transplant. For the Leongs it
involved pooling savings from family mem-
bers and appealing for funds through Chi-
nese-language newspapers. The cost of an op-
eration amounts to several years’ salary for
many Malaysians.

Yet despite financial problems and cul-
tural shock, all four patients interviewed for
this article said they had no regrets.

Mr. Yeo enjoys a life of relative normalcy,
maintaining a regular work schedule and
jogging almost every day.

He says he was so weak before his trans-
plant that he had trouble crossing the street
and climbing stairs. Four-hour sessions three
times a week on dialysis machines were ‘‘liv-
ing hell.’’
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Does it disturb him that an executed man’s

kidney is in his abdomen?
‘‘I pray for the guy and say, ‘Hopefully

your afterlife is better,’ ’’ Mr. Yeo said.
And has he ever wondered whether the

prisoner might have been innocent?
Mr. Yeo pauses and stares straight ahead.

‘‘I haven’t gone through that part—the
moral part,’’ he said.

‘‘I don’t know. I can’t question it too
much. I have to live.’’

[From The New Republic, July 24, 2000]
SIERRA LEONE, THE LAST CLINTON

BETRAYAL—WHERE ANGELS FEAR TO TREAD

(By Ryan Lizza)
Even for the Clinton administration, it was

an extraordinary lie. ‘‘The United States did
not pressure anybody to sign this agree-
ment,’’ State Department spokesman Philip
Reeker proclaimed at a press briefing in
early June. ‘‘We neither brokered the Lome

´

peace agreement nor leaned on [Sierra
Leonean] President Kabbah to open talks
with the insurgents. . . . It was not an
agreement of ours.’’ Observers were stunned.
The dishonesty, said one Capitol Hill Africa
specialist, was ‘‘positively Orwellian.’’

Orwellian because the peace agreement
signed in Lome

´
, Togo—an agreement that

forced the democratic president of Sierra
Leone to hand over much of his government
and most of his country’s wealth to one of
the greatest monsters of the late twentieth
century—was conceived and implemented by
the United States. It was Jesse Jackson, Bill
Clinton’s special envoy to Africa, who in late
1998 pressed President Ahmad Tejan Kabbah
to ‘‘reach out’’ to Foday Sankoh—a man who
built his Revolutionary United Front (RUF)
by systematically kidnapping children and
forcing them to murder their parents. In
May 1999, the United States, led by Jackson,
brokered and signed a cease-fire agreement
between the government and the RUF. In
June, U.S. officials drafted entire sections of
the accord that gave Sankoh Sierra Leone’s
vice presidency and control over its diamond
mines, the country’s major source of wealth.
U.S. Ambassador to Sierra Leone Joseph
Melrose even shuttled back and forth be-
tween Lome

´
and Sierra Leone’s capital,

Freetown, to cajole the reluctant Kabbah. In
March 2000, after the accord was signed,
American officials hosted repeated meetings
at the U.S. embassy to carry it out.

Barely any of this made the American
press. And then this May, when the RUF
took hostage 500 of the U.N. peace-keepers
meant to supervise Lome

´
’s implementa-

tion—simultaneously detonating the agree-
ment and catapulting it onto the front
page—the United States washed its hands of
the whole thing. Said Reeker on June 5, ‘‘We
were not part of that agreement.’’

The Clinton administration’s Africa policy
will probably go down as the strangest of the
postcolonial age; it may also go down as the
most grotesque. In dealing with Africa, pre-
vious U.S. administrations were largely
unsentimental. Africa was too poor to affect
the U.S. economy, too alien to command a
powerful domestic lobby, too weak to threat-
en American security. As a result, past presi-
dents spoke about Africa modestly and not
very often.

Not Bill Clinton. He has proclaimed fre-
quently and passionately that Africa mat-
ters. He has insisted that black suffering has
as great a claim on the American conscience
as white suffering. He has vowed that the
United States will no longer be indifferent.
These words have borne no relation whatso-
ever to the reality of his administration’s
policy. Indeed, confronted with several stark
moral challenges, the Clinton administra-
tion has abandoned Africa every time: it fled

from Somalia, it watched American step-
child Liberia descend into chaos, it blocked
intervention in Rwanda. But Clinton’s soar-
ing rhetoric has posed a problem that his
predecessors did not face—the problem of
rank hypocrisy. And so, time and again, the
imperative guiding his administration’s Afri-
ca policy has been the imperative to appear
to care. Unwilling to commit American
blood and treasure to save African lives, and
unwilling to admit that they refuse to do so,
the Clintonites have developed a policy of
coercive dishonesty. In Rwanda, afraid that
evidence of the unfolding genocide would ex-
pose their inaction, they systematically sup-
pressed it. And in Sierra Leone, unwilling to
take on a rebel group that was maiming and
slaughtering civilians by the thousands, the
Clintonites insisted that all the rebels truly
wanted was peace and a seat at the negoti-
ating table.

Abandoning Africans is nothing new. But
the Clinton administration has gone further.
It has tried to deny them the reality of their
own experience, to bludgeon them into pre-
tending that the horrors around them do not
truly exist—so that they won’t embarrass
the American officials who proclaim so elo-
quently that their fates are inextricably
linked to our own.

Sierra Leone, a former British colony
whose capital was founded in the late eight-
eenth century by freed slaves, was a pretty
nasty place even before the birth of the Rev-
olutionary United Front. After an initial
bout with democracy upon gaining independ-
ence in 1961, it slid into dictatorship and
kleptocracy and stayed there through the
1970s and ’80s—consistently near the bottom
in world rankings of infant mortality, per
capita income, and life expectancy.

So the outside world barely noticed when,
in 1991, a group of about 100 guerrillas
launched a campaign to take over the coun-
try. But the RUF—backed by Charles Taylor,
a warlord in neighboring Liberia—quickly
established itself as a rather unusual rebel
group. For one thing, it had no discernible
political philosophy or agenda. For another,
it was almost unimaginably brutal. Typi-
cally, RUF troops would enter a village and
round up its children. Girls as young as ten
would be raped. Boys would be forced to exe-
cute village elders and sometimes even their
own parents, thus cutting themselves off
from their past lives and beginning their ab-
sorption into their new rebel ‘‘family.’’ Once
children were conscripted, their loyalty was
maintained through drugs—they were in-
jected with speed, which numbed their sensi-
tivity to violence and rendered them depend-
ent on their adult suppliers—and violence.
When conscripts tried to escape, RUF leaders
amputated their limbs. Refugees even ac-
cused the RUF of cannibalism.

For several years after its initial invasion,
the group terrorized the Sierra Leonean
countryside, periodically closing in on Free-
town and being pushed back by a succession
of military dictators. And then in 1996, some-
thing remarkable happened—a burgeoning
civil-society movement, backed by the
United States and led largely by women’s
groups, rose up against Sierra Leone’s mili-
tary overlords and cleared the way for the
country’s first presidential elections since
1967. The RUF did its best to keep people
from the polls—chopping off the hands of
would-be voters—but almost two-thirds of
the electorate cast ballots nonetheless,
electing as president Ahmad Tejan Kabbah, a
longtime U.N. official. After the election,
hundreds of Sierra Leoneans danced outside
the U.S. embassy in Freetown in gratitude
for America’s support.

The euphoria did not last long. In May
1997, 14 months after Kabbah’s election, dis-
gruntled government soldiers—known as

‘‘sobels’’ because of their collaboration with
the rebels—staged a coup, forcing Kabbah
into exile in Guinea. The coup leaders in-
vited the RUF into their junta, suspended Si-
erra Leone’s constitution, emptied Free-
town’s prison of its worst criminals, and lit-
erally held the city’s residents hostage, plac-
ing artillery in the hills around the capital
and threatening to bombard the civilians
below if removed from power.

No one expected the United States to send
troops to restore democracy; this was, after
all, Africa. But it didn’t need to. Nigeria, a
country that long fancied itself the region’s
hegemon, already had its own intervention
force in Sierra Leone under the auspices of
an organization called ECOMOG, the Eco-
nomic Community of West African States
Monitoring Group.

While Nigeria, a country in perpetual eco-
nomic crisis, spent some $1 million per day
battling the criminal regime in Freetown,
several mid-level State Department Africa
hands began lobbying their superiors to re-
quest funds from Congress to bolster
ECOMOG’s work. But the administration re-
fused, saying such a request was pointless
because Congress would say no. And, while
the Clintonites were right that the Repub-
lican Congress wasn’t usually enamored of
foreign aid, the struggle for Sierra Leone
might have offered the administration an op-
portunity to put its vaunted commitment to
Africa into action. Indeed, several sympa-
thetic members of Congress—Republicans
and Democrats—even urged the State De-
partment to challenge Congress to rise to
the occasion. But the challenge never came.
‘‘It was totally bizarre,’’ says one person
with knowledge of the internal squabbling.
‘‘A decision was made that the State Depart-
ment was just not going to ask for it.’’

In fact, not only did the Bureau of African
Affairs not request additional money from
Congress, it didn’t even spend the money
Congress had already given it. For months,
$3.9 million sat unspent in the bureau’s budg-
et for voluntary peacekeeping operations. In
February 1998, ECOMOG liberated Freetown
and restored Kabbah to power—proving that
the RUF’s child soldiers were no match for a
bona fide adult military. As the rebels
streamed back into the countryside, The Ni-
gerians saw an opportunity to finish them
off for good. But ECOMOG lacked the re-
sources to take the war into the Sierra
Leonean hinterland, and still no money came
from the Clinton administration. ‘‘The only
way they [ECOMOG soldiers] could eat is be-
cause the people of Sierra Leone gave them
food and places to sleep,’’ says one U.S. offi-
cial. By spring, the window of opportunity
had closed. The RUF, freshly resupplied by
Liberia, was back on the offensive with a
campaign of systematic killing, mutilating,
and raping called Operation No Living
Thing. In late May, long after it could have
made a real difference, the administration fi-
nally allocated the $3.9 million to ECOMOG.

Nigeria, visibly tiring of its proxy war,
began to look for a way out, and the United
States faced an even starker version of the
same dilemma it had confronted all along. It
could make a major financial and political
commitment, in conjunction with the Nige-
rians or others, to save a fledgling demo-
cratic government too weak to save itself. Or
it could abandon that government, leaving
Sierra Leone to Sankoh and his child butch-
ers—because, after all, Sierra Leone did not
remotely affect America’s vital national in-
terest. The Clintonites, typically, did nei-
ther. Against all the evidence that Sierra
Leone could be saved from the RUF only
through war, the Clinton administration set
out to make peace. In early spring 1998, a
group of U.S. policymakers gathered on the
sixth floor of the State Department to plot
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strategy. One senior official summarized
their goal: ‘‘We need to appear to be doing
something.’’

To make peace with Foday Sankoh and the
RUF, the Clintonites had to go through
Sankoh’s political godfather, Liberian dic-
tator Charles Taylor. Taylor and Sankoh at-
tended the same school—a Libyan secret-
service camp known as al-Mathabh al-
Thauriya al-Alamiya (World Revolutionary
Headquarters), a sort of university for revo-
lutionary guerrillas from all over Africa.
When they met, Taylor had recently re-
turned from the United States, where he had
escaped from a prison in Plymouth, Massa-
chusetts, while awaiting extradition back to
Liberia on charges of embezzlement. Sankoh,
imprisoned in the ’70s for his role in plotting
a coup, had been working as an itinerant
photographer in the Sierra Leonean country-
side. Each man dreamed of overthrowing his
native government, and they pledged to help
each other do so.

Taylor got his chance first, on Christmas
Eve 1989, when he launched a civil war that
would become a model for Sankoh’s a year
and a half later. One of Taylor’s first mili-
tary innovations was his creation of the
Small Boys Unit, a battalion of intensely
loyal child soldiers who were fed crack co-
caine and referred to Taylor as ‘‘our father.’’
Soon, refugees from the Liberian countryside
began recounting stories of horrific cruelty.
Taylor’s soldiers were seeking out pregnant
women and placing bets on the sex of their
unborn children. Then they would rip open
the woman’s wombs and tear out the babies
to see who was right. Evidence of canni-
balism also began to trickle out. One soldier
told Reuters, ‘‘We rip the hearts from their
living bodies and put them on the fire, then
eat them.’’ A Liberian human rights organi-
zation claimed cannibalism in Taylor-con-
trolled territory was so widespread that
‘‘there is fear of persecution based on one’s
fitness for consumption.’’ Taylor’s own de-
fense minister accused him of taking part in
the practice himself.

By 1991, Liberia looked a lot like Sierra
Leone would look seven years later. Troops
from ECOMOG defended a weak government
in the capital, Monrovia, while Taylor con-
trolled the other 90 percent of the country.
Taylor developed a vast warlord economy,
selling off Liberia’s minerals and raw mate-
rials, trafficking in hashish, and reportedly
reaping an annual income of about $250 mil-
lion. But he wanted to expand his lucrative
empire even further—to include the diamond
mines just across the border in Sierra Leone.
What’s more, he wanted revenge against Si-
erra Leone, which had served as a base for
the ECOMOG troops that were preventing his
total victory in Liberia.

So he kept his deal with Sankoh. In March
1991, a number of Taylor’s fiercest fighters
accompanied Sankoh and the fledgling RUF
into Sierra Leone, where they headed
straight for the diamond mines. Taylor ap-
pointed Sankoh ‘‘governor of Sierra Leone,’’
and his soldiers jokingly referred to Sierra
Leone as their Kuwait. Sankoh frequently
visited Taylor at his headquarters in the Li-
berian town of Gbarnga.

And then in 1996, with Liberia in ashes and
13 failed peace agreements—‘‘[Taylor]
reneged on all of them,’’ says a former senior
State Department official—Taylor offered
his Sierra Leonean prote

´
ge

´
the ultimate les-

son in the politics of terror: he took power.
Taylor agreed to stand for election. He had
the largest army and the most money, and
he made it clear that if he did not win, he
would resume the killing. A country ex-
hausted by war elected him president. Dur-
ing the run-up to the vote, Taylor’s child sol-
diers took to the streets, chanting what be-
came his unofficial campaign slogan: ‘‘He
killed my pa. He killed my ma. I’ll vote for
him.’’

To bring ‘‘peace’’ to Sierra Leone, the Clin-
ton administration first had to show that
Sankoh and Taylor were men with whom one
could legitimately do business. ‘‘Their whole
policy was to ‘mainstream’ them—that was
the word used by someone at State,’’ ex-
plains an aide to the House International Re-
lations Committee. ‘‘If you treat Sankoh
like a statesman, he’ll be one’. . . . [A State
Department official] used the term to ex-
plain what they had done with Taylor and
what they were trying to do with Foday
Sankoh.’’ In Jesse Jackson, appointed, ‘‘Spe-
cial Envoy for the President and Secretary
of State for the Promotion of Democracy in
Africa’’ in October 1997, Washington had the
ideal man for the job.

Jackson first met the Liberian dictator on
an official trip to West Africa in February
1998. Taylor, worried that Jackson, like prior
American diplomats, would hector him about
human rights, invited an old Liberian friend
of Jackson’s named Romeo Horton to brief
him on America’s new envoy. Horton says
Jackson and Taylor’s meeting went ex-
tremely well. ‘‘Instead of meeting an adver-
sary,’’ says Horton, Taylor ‘‘met a friend.’’
The following month, when Clinton toured
Africa, Jackson arranged a 30-minute phone
call between the two leaders from Air Force
One. Upon returning home, Jackson orga-
nized a conference on ‘‘reconciliation’’ for
Liberians at his PUSH headquarters in Chi-
cago. According to Harry Greaves Jr., co-
founder of a Liberian opposition party, who
attended the Chicago conference, ‘‘The mes-
sage was, ‘[Taylor’s] been elected, and let’s
give him a chance.’ It’s all about p.r., and
Jackson is part of that campaign.’’ As Leslie
Cole, an old friend of Taylor’s, wrote to the
new president soon after Jackson’s con-
ference, ‘‘Getting Jesse on the bandwagon
was a good and smart idea.’’

So it’s not surprising that by the time
Jackson began the diplomatic push that
would lead to Lome

´
, he and Taylor were giv-

ing the same advice to the democratic gov-
ernment of Sierra Leone: Cut a deal with the
RUF. In November 1998, Jackson traveled to
West Africa again, meeting with Taylor and
Kabbah in Guinea and then, in Freetown,
with Kabbah alone. During his five-hour stop
in Sierra Leone, Jackson, who arrived just
days after fresh reports that the RUF was be-
heading children and disemboweling preg-
nant women, urged Kabbah to make conces-
sions to the rebels. ‘‘The government must
reach out to these RUF in the bush battle-
field,’’ Jackson told Sierra Leonean leaders.
Much of Freetown believed otherwise.
‘‘Think again, Jackson, the RUF is not a civ-
ilized body to be trusted,’’ implored one
prominent newspaper. A local journalist
asked Jackson why he was telling Sierra
Leoneans to negotiate with the RUF when
the public was against it. ‘‘I remember very
clearly what he said,’’ says Zainab Bangura,
a prominent member of Freetown’s democ-
racy movement. ‘‘ ‘That is what leadership is
about: to mold public opinion, not to follow
public opinion.’ ’’ Sierra Leone’s current am-
bassador to the United States, John Leigh,
remembers Jackson’s trip well. ‘‘When he
went to Sierra Leone in 1998,’’ Leigh says,
‘‘what he was doing was pushing Charles
Taylor’s position.’’

Seven weeks after Jackson departed, as
Bangura put it recently, ‘‘All hell broke
loose.’’ The ‘‘hell’’ was the January 1999 RUF
assault on Freetown, which, hard as it is to
believe, set a new standard for rebel atroc-
ities. Capitalizing on ECOMOG’s weariness,
the RUF marched into the capital sur-
rounded by a human shield of civilians that
prevented the Nigerians from launching an
effective counterattack. Divided into squads
with names like ‘‘Burn House Unit,’’ ‘‘Cut
Hands Commandos,’’ and ‘‘Kill Man No Blood
Unit’’ (the last group specialized in beating
people to death without spilling blood), the

RUF burned down houses with their occu-
pants still inside, hacked off limbs, gouged
out eyes with knives, raped children, and
gunned down scores of people in the streets.
In three weeks, the RUF killed some 6,000
people, mostly civilians. When the rebels
were finally forced from the city by an
ECOMOG counterattack, they burned down
while blocks as they left and abducted thou-
sands of children, boys and girls who would
become either soldiers or sex slaves.

Incredibly, the Clintonites didn’t abandon
their efforts to ‘‘mainstream’’ the RUF in
the weeks following the attack; they intensi-
fied them. In February, just weeks after the
assault, the State Department hosted the
RUF’s ‘‘legal representative,’’ Omrie Golley,
for talks in Washington. While Golley was at
the State Department, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for African Affairs How-
ard Jeter organized a phone call between him
and Kabbah, establishing the first formal
contact between the government and the
rebels. Golley remembers the experience
fondly. In contrast to the British, who he
says treated his group with disdain, Golley
gushes that he ‘‘was always very impressed
with the American approach to the whole
conflict.’’

Golley also met with New Jersey Rep-
resentative Donald Payne, probably the most
important member of Congress on Africa pol-
icy. Within the Congressional Black Caucus,
it is common knowledge that members take
their cues on Africa from Payne. And, given
the overriding importance of domestic poli-
tics—particularly domestic racial politics—
on the Clinton administration’s Africa pol-
icy, Payne wields substantial influence.

Among Capitol Hill Africa specialists,
Payne’s sympathy for Taylor and Sankoh is
the stuff of legend. In February 1999, for in-
stance, after his meeting with Golley, Payne
wrote to Kabbah imploring him to pursue ne-
gotiations with Sankoh, who had been tem-
porarily captured by the government and
was actually awaiting execution for treason,
even while the RUF continued the war.
‘‘[S]uccessful negotiations must be without
precondition and include the permanent re-
lease of Mr. Foday Sankoh,’’ Payne wrote.
‘‘That letter is exactly what Charles Taylor
was saying at the same time in Liberia. He
was saying Sankoh should be freed,’’ says
Ambassador Leigh. ‘‘That letter that Payne
wrote to President Kabbah is exactly the
type of agreement that the State Depart-
ment pressed Kabbah to accept.’’ And, in-
deed, Sankoh was released as part of the run-
up to Lome

´
.

On the House Africa Subcommittee, where
Payne is the ranking Democrat, both Repub-
lican and Democratic staff members say he
has bashed ecomog and questioned whether
Taylor was really aiding the RUF. In May of
last year, Payne fought to remove from a
resolution language accusing Liberia and
other countries of supporting the rebels,
even after the State Department formally
acknowledged that Taylor ‘‘continues to ac-
tively support the rebels in Sierra Leone, in-
cluding the provision of arms and ammuni-
tion.’’ Says one Democratic aide, ‘‘Whenever
there is talk of sanctioning Taylor or of
threatening Liberia . . . Mr. Payne is always
the first one to jump to their defense.’’
Former Liberian Ambassador to the United
States Rachel Diggs says Taylor ‘‘had free
access to Don Payne and Jesse Jackson . . .
whenever there was a problem, these were
the people whose ear Taylor had in the U.S.
and who had his ear in Liberia.’’

Indeed, Payne’s relationship with Taylor
goes back to the early ’80s, when Taylor was
in jail in Massachusetts and Payne, then a
member of the Newark municipal council,
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spoke out against his extradition to Liberia.
Payne says he was simply helping Taylor at
the behest of a friend and didn’t actually
meet the Liberian until 1997, when he at-
tended Taylor’s presidential inauguration in
Monrovia. But since then the two men have
clearly become friends. One visitor to
Payne’s office tells of watching the congress-
man hang up the phone with Taylor and re-
mark that the Liberian president had just
told him he was tired of dealing with Jeter,
the U.S. envoy for Liberia. (Taylor is known
to dislike Jeter, once referring to him as a
‘‘burnt-out’’ diplomat.) Taylor suggested
that Payne become the U.S. envoy instead.
‘‘What surprised me was that Payne didn’t
say anything,’’ says the visitor. ‘‘He seemed
flattered.’’ Payne says he does not remember
any such conversation. At one point, accord-
ing to an associate of Payne’s, the New Jer-
sey congressman jokingly complained that
he was getting so many calls from Taylor
that he was tired of talking to him. Payne
insists he has talked on the phone to Taylor
no more than half a dozen times.

Within three months of Golley’s February
1999 visit to the State Department and the
congressional offices of Donald Payne, the
phone call initiated by Howard Jeter had led
to a government/RUF cease-fire. With strik-
ing unanimity, Sierra Leonean intellectuals
believe that Kabbah, a rather weak presi-
dent, agreed to the cease-fire under pressure
from Jackson and against the advice of some
of his ministers and prominent members of
civil society. Days before the ceasefire,
Jackson and Kabbah met up in Ghana, where
both were attending a conference. From
Ghana, Jackson abruptly flew Kabbah to the
talks in Lome

´
, Togo, where the cease-fire

agreement was signed. One Freetown news-
paper even reported that Kabbah was ‘‘kid-
napped’’ by Jackson. ‘‘The story was,’’ ex-
plains Zainab Bangura, ‘‘that he was kid-
napped, because [Kabbah] went [to the con-
ference in Ghana] with his finance minister
and information minister’’—at the time both
men were thought to be against signing the
agreement—‘‘and they all went to the air-
port to go to fly to Lome

´
, and Jesse Jackson

said there were no seats for them. So they
didn’t go.’’

The cease-fire paved the way for the Lome
´

peace talks themselves. And, once again, the
United States took the lead. U.S. Ambas-
sador to Sierra Leone Joseph Melrose was a
constant presence at the negotiating table.
‘‘They oversaw the whole peace talks,’’ says
Abu Brima, who attended as the leader of a
delegation representing Sierra Leonean civil
society. ‘‘Melrose was very, very active and
literally kind of led it, I would say.’’
Bangura adds: ‘‘Every time the talks were
about to fall apart, Melrose would fly over to
Freetown to pressure the president.’’ Accord-
ing to Leigh, Melrose’s ‘‘job was to soften
the Sierra Leonean delegation to accept the
agreement.’’ The Clinton administration
even sent a technical team, led by a USAID
official named Sylvia Fletcher, that actually
drafted parts of the accord.

The final agreement at Lome
´
, signed on

July 7, 1999, awarded the RUF four ministe-
rial posts, made Sankoh vice president,
placed him in charge of a new commission to
oversee Sierra Leone’s diamonds, and grant-
ed the RUF blanket amnesty for all crimes.
After the agreement was signed, Fletcher
and Melrose held meetings establishing the
diamond commission—which included
Sankoh, members of Kabbah’s government,
and representatives from De Beers and other
diamond companies—at the U.S. embassy. As
one U.S. government official put it, ‘‘The
message we sent with Lome

´
is that you can

terrorize your way to power.’’
For close to a year, the Lome

´
agreement

did what the Clinton administration hoped it

would do. With articles on pages A17 and A6,
respectively, The Washington Post and The
New York Times announced the accord and
ushered Sierra Leone off their pages—an-
other peace process successfully brokered by
an administration committed to the well-
being of Africa. As Assistant Secretary of
State for African Affairs Susan Rice bragged
last September, ‘‘the U.S. role in Sierra
Leone . . . has been instrumental. With
hands-on efforts by the president’s special
envoy Jesse Jackson, Ambassador Joe Mel-
rose, and many others, the United States
brokered the cease-fire and helped steer Si-
erra Leone’s rebels, the Kabbah government,
and regional leaders to the negotiating
table.’’

It probably wouldn’t even have mattered
that Sankoh refused to disarm—of the esti-
mated 10,000 children fighting for the RUF,
only about 1,700 were turned over to demobi-
lization camps, as required—or that he con-
tinued the illicit diamond-trading that Lome

´

was meant to stop. If Lome
´

had simply un-
raveled quietly—even if Sankoh had followed
his mentor in Liberia and grabbed complete
power himself—it is unlikely that Sierra
Leone would have made the American front
pages. The Clinton administration would
still have accomplished much of what it set
out to do at that meeting on the sixth floor
of the State Department in spring 1998.

But this May, in an ironic twist of fate, Si-
erra Leone leapt from the shadows into the
world spotlight. Lome

´
had achieved one of

the RUF’s central goals—the exit of the
stubborn Nigerians. The U.N. peacekeepers
who took their place—sent from countries
like India, Jordan, Kenya, and Ghana—were
ill-equipped and bound by the timid U.N.
rules of engagement. And, as soon as they
ventured into the RUF’s diamond heartland,
the rebels stole their weapons and vehicles
and held them hostage for several weeks.
The humiliating standoff brought Lome

´

crashing down in full public view. And U.N.
Secretary-General Kofi Annan’s desperate
appeals for Western countries to send troops
to reinforce his peacekeepers called global
attention to the very point the Clinton ad-
ministration had worked so hard to conceal:
Its unwillingness to sacrifice anything real
on behalf of the people of Sierra Leone. In-
stead of soldiers, the United States once
again sent Jesse Jackson. But, by this time,
Jackson was so bitterly despised in Freetown
that the Sierra Leonean government told
him it could not guarantee his safety. One
group of prominent Sierra Leonean democ-
racy activists warned Jackson, ‘‘Our people
will greet your presence in the country with
contempt, and we’ll encourage them to
mount massive demonstrations in protest.’’
During a conference call with Freetown lead-
ers in which he tried to explain himself,
Jackson was openly attacked as a RUF ‘‘col-
laborator.’’ His trip to Sierra Leone was can-
celed.

Today, a year after Lome
´
, the U.N. hos-

tages have finally been freed. Foday Sankoh
has even been captured and will likely be
tried as a war criminal. President Kabbah’s
government is defended by a shaky coalition
of citizen militias, government soldiers,
former RUF collaborators, U.N. troops, and,
most importantly, military advisers from
Great Britain—the only Western power to
heed Annan’s call. Sankoh’s apparent re-
placement has been given sanctuary in Libe-
ria by Taylor, who continues to arm the
RUF. The rebels still control much of the Si-
erra Leonean countryside, and there are
widespread rumors of an imminent RUF at-
tack on Freetown. If the British leave, an at-
tack is all but certain.

At the National Summit on Africa in Feb-
ruary, President Clinton said, ‘‘We can no
longer choose not to know. We can only

choose not to act, or to act. In this world, we
can be indifferent, or we can make a dif-
ference. America must choose, when it comes
to Africa, to make a difference.’’ Sophisti-
cated people understand what this kind of
talk, coming from this administration,
means. And the people of Sierra Leone, who
now count prostheses as one of their coun-
try’s chief imports, have become sophisti-
cated. In fact, in recent months Sierra
Leonean exiles in Washington have increas-
ingly allied themselves with Republicans
like New Hampshire Senator Judd Gregg. It’s
a remarkable turn of events, given that
Gregg and his ilk are isolationists—men who
say forthrightly that America has no impor-
tant interests in Africa, can’t successfully
export its method of government there, and
shouldn’t waste blood or money trying. After
eight years of the Clinton administration, it
seems, the people of Sierra Leone no longer
expect very much from the United States.
They’re willing to settle for truth.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) has
2 minutes remaining and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) has
the right to close.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me say to my colleagues before
the vote here, this is a motion to dis-
approve of the President’s waiver of
the Jackson-Vanik amendment to the
U.S. Trade Relations Act. Right now,
all of us can trade with China. There is
no problem there. You or I could go out
to trade with them. All corporations
can trade with them. But under this
motion, we are saying yes to dis-
approve of the President’s waiver.
What he wants to do is continue this
waiver of the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment so that basically when businesses
go into China, they are subsidized by
U.S. taxpayers, agricultural subsidies,
Ex-Import Bank subsidies and a myriad
of these subsidies that helps businesses
when they go in. But when the tax-
payer goes into business for himself,
does he get support and subsidies from
the government? No.

So all we are saying today, vote yes
on this motion to prohibit this waiver
by the President of the Jackson-Vanik
amendment and let these businesses
continue to go in and continue to do
business but not at the taxpayers’ ex-
pense. I think we have heard plenty of
arguments to show during this vig-
orous debate that there are human
rights issues, that there are espionage
issues, that there is the hiring of these
Chinese technicians in this country to
work on related military dual use tech-
nologies issues. Our relationship is
moving along and in some ways it is
bad and in some ways it is good, but I
do not think the American taxpayers
should be forced to subsidize businesses
that go in. I ask for a ‘‘yes’’ on the mo-
tion to disapprove of the President’s
waiver of the Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) is rec-
ognized for up to 10 minutes.
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Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, we have

heard expressions here on the floor
today as we have heard in the past dur-
ing our debates on this issue of perse-
cution of Christians, Muslims and
other groups in China which is a legiti-
mate and serious concern. However,
the U.S. can be most effective in ad-
vancing religious freedom by expand-
ing our engagement with the Chinese
people and by continuing to press Bei-
jing to respect the rights of Chinese be-
lievers.

World religious leaders, including the
Reverend Billy Graham, the Reverend
Pat Robertson, the Dalai Lama, the
American Friends Committee, Father
Robert Drinan, the National Council of
Churches, Rabbi Arthur Schneier and
Reverend Don Argue with the National
Association of Evangelicals see contin-
ued U.S. engagement with China as key
to promoting religious freedom. Two
years ago, the Chinese Service Coordi-
nating Committee, an umbrella group
for U.S. religious agencies working in
China, said ‘‘a public Christian stance
against MFN status for China is not in
the interest of the church in China, and
will seriously hamper the efforts of
Christians from outside China who
have spent years seeking to establish
an effective Christian witness among
the Chinese people.’’

Religious activity of all types is
flourishing as ordinary Chinese reach
out for new forms of belief. Unoffi-
cially, it is estimated that there are
now 30 to 60 million Chinese Protes-
tants, 6 million Catholics, 17 million
Muslims, and 100 million Buddhists.

The present situation stands in stark
contrast to the post-Communist revo-
lution China of the 1950s when religious
activity was harshly suppressed. The
situation worsened even further during
the Cultural Revolution when many
churches were closed and church prop-
erties were seized.

Engagement with China has made it
possible to disseminate Bibles and reli-
gious literature to Chinese citizens.
World Pulse, a publication of the Billy
Graham Center, has 250,000 readers in
China. East Gates International, a
Christian organization, publishes and
distributes religious materials in China
and reports that ‘‘expanding U.S. eco-
nomic ties with China and especially
China’s admittance to the World Trade
Organization will continue to benefit
religious organizations working in
China.’’

b 1500

While some, indeed, believe the an-
nual Normal Trade Relation votes can
be used as leverage, U.S. religious
groups who are actively engaged in
evangelical work in China believe such
threats are highly counterproductive.

Threatening U.S. economic sanctions
in the name of religion creates an im-
pression that religion is being used as a
tool of U.S. foreign policy and under-
mines their work in China. Recently
pastors of key house churches in China,
many of whom have served time in

prison for their beliefs, urged Congress
to approve Permanent Normal Trade
Relations.

We in the House have already taken
that action as everyone knows, and it
is the absence of completion of that
work still that causes us to go through
this annual renewal procedure, but the
annual renewal procedure is consistent
with what we did recently when the
House overwhelmingly supported
granting mainland China Permanent
Normal Trade Relations, and we
should.

In this instance, on today’s resolu-
tion, all vote no to reject it over-
whelmingly and be insistent with what
we have done thus far.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the resolution to disapprove annual
normal trade relations (NTR) with China. Un-
fortunately, we should have debated the one
year extension in May, instead of the harmful
bill that will give permanent normal trade rela-
tions (PNTR) trade status to China’s barbaric
regime, and will ensure that multinational cor-
porations have the investment protection they
need to exploit China’s cheap labor. China
doesn’t deserve annual normal trade relations
status and it definitely doesn’t deserve the
permanent normal trade relations status the
House approved in May. Regardless of how
the House voted on PNTR, I will take this op-
portunity to tell my colleagues and the Amer-
ican people why the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) does not deserve normal trade
privileges with the United States—for the next
year or permanently.

Just one month after the House voted to
give China PNTR, the New York Times re-
ported that China continues to aid Pakistan in
its efforts to build long-range missiles that
could carry nuclear weapons. China plays by
its own rules and doesn’t adhere to the rules
of the international community. The United
States wouldn’t need to monitor the regional
tension between India and Pakistan if China
worked toward a mutual goal of nonprolifera-
tion. Instead, China provokes Pakistan with
transfers of nuclear technology and exacer-
bates tensions between the two countries.

Senator THOMPSON is trying to force a vote
on his bill to monitor China’s nuclear prolifera-
tion activities with greater scrutiny and applies
sanctions if China is found proliferating weap-
ons of mass destruction. Unfortunately, Sen-
ator THOMPSON is finding resistance from his
own party that does not link PNTR with a non-
proliferation bill.

We saw what happened when the Adminis-
tration decided to de-link trade and human
rights for China. Human rights abuses in
China worsened yet China has been allowed
to export their cheap sneakers to the United
States.

Tens of thousands of Falun Gong practi-
tioners have been detained, tortured and now
are being committed to Chinese mental institu-
tions for the mere expression of their faith.
The Chinese government claims that Falun
Gong is a religious cult not approved by the
state. The state does not approve peaceful
meditation, but it does approve torture and
forced abortions. The Chinese government
does not approve Roman Catholicism, but the
sale of executed prisoner’s kidneys is perfectly
acceptable to the PRC. The United States
cannot allow this barbaric government to harm

its own people without facing some sort of
punishment. Withholding annual normal trade
relations should be that punishment.

China is the biggest producer of ozone
layer-destroying chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs)
and will soon surpass the United States as the
leading emitter of greenhouse gases. The
United States suffers from China’s earth-de-
stroying practices. The United States spends
$3 billion annually on cataract operations and
billions more on treating skin cancer cases
due to the destruction of the earth’s protective
ozone layer. China’s irreverence for environ-
mental standards is reflective of its irreverence
for human life. This is unacceptable in the
21st Century. China must be held accountable
for its actions—human rights violations, labor
rights violations, trade violations, weapons
proliferation and environmental violations must
be scrutinized and the annual NTR debate is
the forum for scrutiny.

Withholding annual NTR will send a clear
signal to Beijing that the United States does
not condone its inhumane actions. Opposing
the annual NTR extensions will tell China that
the United States is willing to hold the PRC
accountable. China must pay a price for its ac-
tions, and that price should be United States
trade. I urge my colleagues to support dis-
approval of extending NTR status to China yet
again.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, again I come to
the floor to debate the issue of trade with
China. In no way should the United States’
continued engagement with China be seen as
a reward for its horrendous human rights vio-
lations. As co-chairman of the Congressional
Human Rights Caucus, I am all too familiar
with the human rights violations which the
government of China practices everyday
against so many of its own citizens. From the
Falun Gong to the Catholic Bishops, to the Ti-
betan Buddhist and the Uighur Muslims, this
past year has seen China’s continued perse-
cution of its minorities.

I strongly believe that for change to come
about and for democracy to take hold in
China, the citizens of China must be exposed
to democratic ideals and other Western val-
ues. Today, these very ideals are taking root
throughout China. They are taking place be-
cause of our current policy of engagement,
one on one, business to business, client to
customer. Information is also being spread by
important U.S. programs, such as Radio Free
Asia and the Voice of America. Slowly, atti-
tudes and actions are changing. The Chinese
people want freedoms: freedom of religion,
freedom of speech, freedom of assembly. We
know these ideals are slowly taking hold. This
is evident though radio Free Asia’s call-in lis-
ten program which is overburdened every day
with thousands of citizens risking their lives to
express their views, which is currently prohib-
ited by the Chinese government. If the United
States wants to see true change in China, see
freedoms enjoyed by all throughout the coun-
try, programs such as Radio Free Asia must
continue to exist and must be expanded so
they can reach a greater audience.

If we hope to bring stability and democracy
to Asia, we must not turn our backs on the
largest country in the world. We must continue
to work with the Administration in pressuring
the Chinese government to release all political
prisoners including Rebiya Kadeer, a Uighur
businesswomen jailed earlier this year, and to
allow the Dali Lama to return to Tibet. We
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must also continue to support worthwhile, ef-
fective endeavors current in place, including
Radio Fred Asia. I hold out hope that greater
involvement in the world community will one
day bring out respect for human rights and the
rule of law in China.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
support the passage of H.J. Res. 103 and
deny the extension of Normal Trade Relations
with China.

I believe that we are all shaped by our life
experiences. We are all influenced by the les-
sons from our youth.

For me, post-World War II Chicago was a
unique place and time to grow up. At home,
in school, in church, and in the ballfields, we
learned the difference between right and
wrong, good and bad, friends and enemies.

Our parents taught us the value of hard
work and discipline. When we played 16-inch
softball, we knew the rules, and we played by
them. It was wrong to cheat, and cheaters
were punished. In school, we learned about
our nation’s history. In the schoolyards, we
learned who were our friends and who
weren’t. In church, we learned about God, mo-
rality, and right and wrong. When I grew up,
we learned to love and honor this nation and
all that it stands for.

I value those simple lessons from my youth
that remain with me to this day, which is why
I opposed NTR for China.

The Communist leaders in Beijing do not
play by our rules. They do not act as friends.
They do not act in the interest of peace and
prosperity for all.

Instead, they point missiles at the demo-
cratic island of Taiwan and U.S. military bases
on Japan, break trade agreements with the
U.S., sell nuclear and other dangerous weap-
on technologies to the highest bidder, practice
forced abortions, throw democratic activists
into jail, ignore human rights, and set up con-
centration camps.

We do not trade with other totalitarian re-
gimes.

Do we have NTR with North Korea?
Do we have NTR with Serbia?
Do we have NTR with Cuba?
No, no, and no.
Then why should China get it?
That is the question I pose to my colleagues

today. Think about the lessons from our youth.
Think about the logic of trading with China.
Think about what it means for this nation and
our ideals.

Mr. Speaker, I am not someone who seeks
out confrontation and conflict with anyone. I do
not believe that the U.S. should carelessly
start needless fights in this world. But we must
protect our interests. We must protect our
ideals. We must protect our principles.

I can see a day in the future where we can
freely and fairly trade with a friendly and
democratic China. I can see a day in the fu-
ture where China acts as our friend in pro-
moting peace and prosperity.

I want to see such a day happen, but until
the day that China becomes a democracy that
is for the people and by the people, until
China stops pointing missiles at the U.S. and
Taiwan, until China honors its trade agree-
ments, until China starts to respect basic
human rights, I will continue to fight against
giving a blank NTR check to China.

Vote for this resolution and against NTR for
China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
Monday, July 17, 2000, the joint resolu-
tion is considered read for amendment
and the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and the third reading of the joint reso-
lution.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the joint
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 147, nays
281, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 405]

YEAS—147

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Burton
Capuano
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Diaz-Balart
Doyle
Duncan
Ehrlich
Engel
Evans
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Goode
Goodling

Graham
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hilleary
Hilliard
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Kucinich
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Mascara
McIntyre
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Miller, George
Mink
Mollohan
Nadler
Ney
Norwood
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Phelps
Pombo

Quinn
Rahall
Riley
Rivers
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Sisisky
Smith (NJ)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NAYS—281

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus

Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bass

Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman

Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Combest
Cooksey
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Gordon
Goss
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen

Hastings (WA)
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Nussle

Oberstar
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—6

Boswell
Campbell

McCollum
McIntosh

Smith (WA)
Vento

b 1525

Messrs. NUSSLE, ARMEY, DELAY,
CUNNINGHAM, MALONEY of Con-
necticut, GONZALEZ, GARY MILLER
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of California, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms.
NAPOLITANO, Mrs. BIGGERT, Ms.
SLAUGHTER and Mrs. CHENOWETH-
HAGE changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’
to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. CAPUANO, FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, LIPINSKI, GUTIERREZ,
BARTON of Texas, QUINN, Ms. LEE
and Mrs. MEEK of Florida changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the joint resolution was not
passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Wanda
Evans, one of his secretaries.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Under clause 8 of rule XX,
the Chair will now put the question on
two motions to suspend the rules on
which further proceedings were post-
poned earlier today in the order in
which that motion was entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 3113, by the yeas and nays; and
H.R. 4517, by the yeas and nays.
Further proceedings on H.R. 2634, on

which the yeas and nays were ordered,
will resume tomorrow.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for the second electronic vote
in this series.

f

UNSOLICITED COMMERCIAL
ELECTRONIC MAIL ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 3113, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from New Mexico
(Mrs. WILSON) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3113, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 427, nays 1,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 406]

YEAS—427

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)

Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley

Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton

Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham

Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott

McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner

Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland

Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton

Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Paul

NOT VOTING—6

Boswell
Campbell

McCollum
McIntosh

Smith (WA)
Vento

b 1545

Mr. SANFORD changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
reduce to 5 minutes the minimum time
for electronic voting on the additional
motion to suspend the rules on which
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings.

f

ALAN B. SHEPARD, JR. POST
OFFICE BUILDING

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4517.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCHUGH) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4517, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This is a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 423, nays 0,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 407]

YEAS—423

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey

Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger

Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
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Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson

Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes

Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows

Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—11

Bliley
Boswell
Campbell
Kuykendall

McCollum
McIntosh
Sanders
Saxton

Smith (WA)
Vento
Weller

b 1554
So (two-thirds having voted in favor

thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

BEST WISHES TO SENATOR PAUL
COVERDELL DURING A HEALTH
CHALLENGE
(Mr. BLUNT asked and was given

permission to address the House for 5
minutes and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, about a
year ago I began to work closely on a
number of projects with Senator PAUL
COVERDELL from Georgia. I just want
to take some time today to express my
appreciation for his great work for the
House, the Senate, for America, and ex-
tend our best wishes to him and his
wife, Nancy, as they deal with the chal-
lenge to his health right now.

Senator COVERDELL brings humility
to this job, a humility that is rare in
public office. He brings dedication, an
ability to work hard, a tremendous in-
sight, and certainly those of us in the
House benefit more than we know by
his hard work in the Senate, his hard
work for this process.

I would like for him and his wife,
Nancy, to know that we are thinking
about them as he deals with this health
challenge, and that we need him back
here. We hope for his speedy recovery.
We know that if anybody can meet this
challenge in an extraordinary way,
PAUL COVERDELL can.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. LINDER. I thank the gentleman
for taking this time, Mr. Speaker.

I have known PAUL COVERDELL since
1972. There was not an important
project in politics or policy that went
on in Georgia in the last 28 years in
which he was not involved, very often
very quietly, very much behind the
scenes. Lynne and I have been friends
with him and Nancy since they were
married.

We want Nancy to know that our
prayers are with them. We hope PAUL
recovers and gets back here. His coun-
try needs him.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I thank
him for his expressions for PAUL and
Nancy. I, too, have known PAUL COVER-
DELL for the past 25 years, and no one
in our State has contributed more.

The people of the Sixth District will
join me, I am sure, in their prayers and
thoughts over the next few days for a
speedy recovery for PAUL. As the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) so
eloquently said, his State needs him,
his country needs him, and we need
him in the Congress of the United
States of America. He has our thoughts
and our prayers today as he meets his
challenges ahead.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding, and
for taking this opportunity to express
our concern for Senator COVERDELL.

Like most of those of us in the Geor-
gia delegation, we have worked with
Paul for many years. I worked with
him in the eighties when we were both
members of the Georgia Senate. He has
always been one of those conscientious
individuals who dedicated himself to
whatever task was before him, and he
has carried that same dedication here
to the United States Senate.

We wish for he and Nancy a speedy
recovery, and our prayers and the pray-
ers of those in our State will be with
him.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I want to thank my friend and col-
league for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I have known Senator
PAUL COVERDELL for many years. We
worked together in the city of Atlanta
in the Fifth District. He has been very
helpful and very supportive over the
years.

Our prayers are with him at this
time, with his family, and we wish for
Senator COVERDELL a speedy recovery.
We ask that the divine hands of the Al-
mighty be with him during this hour.
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Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,

will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BLUNT. I yield to the gentleman

from Georgia.
Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I

thank the distinguished chief deputy
majority whip for providing this time
on the floor today as PAUL and his fam-
ily are coping with a very serious med-
ical illness that has befallen our col-
league from Georgia on the other side
of this great Capitol building.

b 1600

PAUL COVERDELL is a man of Georgia.
He is a true patriot of this country, and
he works tirelessly on behalf of the
people of Georgia and the United
States of America. But first and fore-
most, he is a man of God. We ask the
Lord’s blessing on him and his doctors
today as they cope with this very seri-
ous illness, and we ask for the prayers
of all of our colleagues and all of those
many millions of Americans whose
very kind and gentle work and lives
PAUL has touched with his work over
the years.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to join with my colleagues in pray-
ing for a speedy recovery of Senator
COVERDELL. I have had many dif-
ferences with the Senator on legisla-
tive issues, but I have not met anyone
that has been more of a gentleman,
more of someone that respects the
other view, and someone that really re-
spects the institution of the House and
the other body.

It is times like this that we throw
away the labels of Democrat and Re-
publican and realize that God’s hand is
involved in everything that we do, and
at a time like this, only our prayers
can be of any assistance to our col-
league.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
CHAMBLISS).

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

I, too, would just like to echo the
sentiment of all of my colleagues.
PAUL COVERDELL is a great American.
Nobody does more for his country or
loves this country more than PAUL
COVERDELL. He is simply a great Amer-
ican and great individual to work with
us.

Our prayers go out to PAUL and
Nancy as he goes through this very dif-
ficult time. We just look forward to a
very speedy recovery for PAUL and re-
turn to the United States Senate.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. COL-
LINS).

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. I
thank him, too, for bringing this mat-
ter and this announcement before the
House of Representatives.

PAUL COVERDELL is a colleague, but
most of all he is a friend, a friend for

many years to many of us. In fact,
PAUL COVERDELL has been a role model
for many of us who followed him and
served with him in the different bodies
of the legislature.

When we received the call on Sunday
afternoon that he had been admitted to
Piedmont Hospital, our prayers began
immediately, because we understood
the severeness of his problem.

I hope and I pray that all of my col-
leagues would join us, join with the
people of Georgia, the people of this
Nation in praying for a speedy recovery
and a full recovery of PAUL COVERDELL.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON).

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Speaker, it is times like this and
many other times when one is dealing
with PAUL COVERDELL that one no
longer thinks of him as a United States
Senator. One does not think of him as
one of the most influential men in
America. One thinks of him just as
PAUL, PAUL and Nancy Coverdell, two
friends whom we have all worked with
over the years, whom we have all
known and respected.

One thing about PAUL is one may
agree or disagree with him, but one al-
ways respects his energy level, his
knowledge of the issue, and the way he
is so focused in attacking things. We
are all his friends. He is a friend of the
institution, and he is a friend of the
governmental process, somebody who
respects everyone and has that respect
both ways.

Our prayers are with him, and that is
the best that we can all do at this
time.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friends for participating today and the
indulgence of the House as we talk
about a person who is really of great
value to the House.

About a year ago, I was given an as-
signment that allowed me to work with
Senator COVERDELL every week. I told
the person that gave me that assign-
ment several months ago I would have
done that job in retrospect if for no
other reason than to get to work with
PAUL COVERDELL.

He is truly, as the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) said, one of the
great gentlemen of this Congress. We
need him to get our work done. We
wish him well. Our prayers are with
him and his family.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair has, under today’s
unusual circumstances, allowed un-
usual latitude in references to a sitting
member of the other body.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair

announces that he will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on the remain-
ing motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Any record vote on postponed ques-
tions will be taken later today.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1660

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
my name as a cosponsor from H.R. 1660.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Hawaii?

There was no objection.

f

DEBT RELIEF RECONCILIATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4866) to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to section 103(b)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2001 to reduce the public
debt and to decrease the statutory
limit on the public debt, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4866

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Debt Relief
Reconciliation Act for Fiscal Year 2001’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) fiscal discipline, resulting from the Bal-

anced Budget Act of 1997, and strong eco-
nomic growth have ended decades of deficit
spending and have produced budget surpluses
without using the social security surplus;

(2) fiscal pressures will mount in the future
as the aging of the population increases
budget obligations;

(3) until Congress and the President agree
to legislation that strengthens social secu-
rity, the social security surplus should be
used to reduce the debt held by the public;

(4) strengthening the Government’s fiscal
position through public debt reduction in-
creases national savings, promotes economic
growth, reduces interest costs, and is a con-
structive way to prepare for the Govern-
ment’s future budget obligations; and

(5) it is fiscally responsible and in the long-
term national economic interest to use a
portion of the nonsocial security surplus to
reduce the debt held by the public.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to—

(1) reduce the debt held by the public with
the goal of eliminating this debt by 2013; and

(2) decrease the statutory limit on the pub-
lic debt.
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC DEBT RE-

DUCTION PAYMENT ACCOUNT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter

31 of title 31, United States Code, is amended
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion:

‘‘§ 3114. Public debt reduction payment ac-
count
‘‘(a) There is established in the Treasury of

the United States an account to be known as
the Public Debt Reduction Payment Account
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(hereinafter in this section referred to as the
‘account’).

‘‘(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall
use amounts in the account to pay at matu-
rity, or to redeem or buy before maturity,
any obligation of the Government held by
the public and included in the public debt.
Any obligation which is paid, redeemed, or
bought with amounts from the account shall
be canceled and retired and may not be re-
issued. Amounts deposited in the account are
appropriated and may only be expended to
carry out this section.

‘‘(c) There is hereby appropriated into the
account on October 1, 2000, or the date of en-
actment of this Act, whichever is later, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise
appropriated, $25,000,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001. The funds ap-
propriated to this account shall remain
available until expended.

‘‘(d) The appropriation made under sub-
section (c) shall not be considered direct
spending for purposes of section 252 of Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act of 1985.

‘‘(e) Establishment of and appropriations
to the account shall not affect trust fund
transfers that may be authorized under any
other provision of law.

‘‘(f) The Secretary of the Treasury and the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall each take such actions as may
be necessary to promptly carry out this sec-
tion in accordance with sound debt manage-
ment policies.

‘‘(g) Reducing the debt pursuant to this
section shall not interfere with the debt
management policies or goals of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 31 of title 31, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 3113 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘3114. Public debt reduction payment ac-

count.’’.
SEC. 4. REDUCTION OF STATUTORY LIMIT ON

THE PUBLIC DEBT.
Section 3101(b) of title 31, United States

Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘minus the
amount appropriated into the Public Debt
Reduction Payment Account pursuant to
section 3114(c)’’ after ‘‘$5,950,000,000,000’’.
SEC. 5. OFF-BUDGET STATUS OF PUBLIC DEBT

REDUCTION PAYMENT ACCOUNT.
Notwithstanding any other provision of

law, the receipts and disbursements of the
Public Debt Reduction Payment Account es-
tablished by section 3114 of title 31, United
States Code, shall not be counted as new
budget authority, outlays, receipts, or def-
icit or surplus for purposes of—

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President,

(2) the congressional budget, or
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency

Deficit Control Act of 1985.
SEC. 6. REMOVING PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION

PAYMENT ACCOUNT FROM BUDGET
PRONOUNCEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any official statement
issued by the Office of Management and
Budget, the Congressional Budget Office, or
any other agency or instrumentality of the
Federal Government of surplus or deficit to-
tals of the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President or of
the surplus or deficit totals of the congres-
sional budget, and any description of, or ref-
erence to, such totals in any official publica-
tion or material issued by either of such Of-
fices or any other such agency or instrumen-
tality, shall exclude the outlays and receipts
of the Public Debt Reduction Payment Ac-
count established by section 3114 of title 31,
United States Code.

(b) SEPARATE PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION PAY-
MENT ACCOUNT BUDGET DOCUMENTS.—The ex-
cluded outlays and receipts of the Public
Debt Reduction Payment Account estab-
lished by section 3114 of title 31, United
States Code, shall be submitted in separate
budget documents.
SEC. 7. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) REPORTS OF THE SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY.—(1) Within 30 days after the ap-
propriation is deposited into the Public Debt
Reduction Payment Account under section
3114 of title 31, United States Code, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall submit a report
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate confirming that
such account has been established and the
amount and date of such deposit. Such re-
port shall also include a description of the
Secretary’s plan for using such money to re-
duce debt held by the public.

(2) Not later than October 31, 2002, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall submit a report
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate setting forth the
amount of money deposited into the Public
Debt Reduction Payment Account, the
amount of debt held by the public that was
reduced, and a description of the actual debt
instruments that were redeemed with such
money.

(b) REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES.—Not later than No-
vember 15, 2002, the Comptroller General of
the United States shall submit a report to
the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Finance of the Senate verifying all of the
information set forth in the reports sub-
mitted under subsection (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4866.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa?

There was no objection.
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 4 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, last month, H.R. 4601

took the first step toward eliminating
the national debt by the year 2013.
That bill set aside additional non-So-
cial Security surpluses for fiscal year
2000 for debt reduction by depositing
the money in a newly created public
debt reduction payment account in
Treasury. Money deposited in this ac-
count would be taken off budget and
could not be used for any purpose other
than paying down the publicly held
debt. The bill passed an overwhelm-
ingly 419 to 5.

Well, what a difference a month
makes. Since then, as my colleagues
may recall, the budget surplus for this
next year was going to be about $180
billion, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has announced that that now is

going to rise to a level of $268 billion.
So today, H.R. 4866 would build on that
progress of H.R. 4601 by depositing into
the account an additional $25 billion
out of the non-Social Security surplus
for the fiscal year 2001.

A debt reduction payment account
has already been established from
Treasury. The account is not part of
the budget. So any cash, any money
that we put into that would be taken
outside of the budget. Twenty-five bil-
lion dollars of the non-Social Security
surplus is automatically deposited into
this account if this bill is passed. The
statutory debt limit will also be re-
duced by an equivalent amount. Once
the money is deposited into the ac-
count, the Treasury must use the
money to reduce the public debt. The
money cannot be used for any other
purpose.

Thirty days after the end of the year,
after the end of fiscal year 2001, Treas-
ury has to submit a report detailing to
Congress the amount of money that
was deposited into the account, the
amount of the public debt reduction,
and the exact Treasury securities that
were redeemed with those funds; and
this information is verified by the
GAO.

Let me just give those people at
home that I know watch what happens
here with a lot of enthusiasm, a lot of
concern, let me give them a thumbnail
sketch of what we are talking about
here today.

The budget, when we passed it in
April for fiscal year 2001, was going to
have a surplus of $180 billion. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has now re-
estimated that surplus to be $268 bil-
lion.

Now, let me tell my colleagues what
we have planned based on this bill and
based on our budget for how that
money should be used. First of all, $166
billion of that is Social Security. It is
taken out of the budget under our
budget plan. It is taken away. Nobody
can touch it. We have done that now
for the third consecutive year. We have
had the opportunity to take Social Se-
curity completely out of the budget.

The Medicare surplus, the Medicare
Trust Fund surplus, $32 billion, is
taken outside of the budget. Nobody
can use it for anything else, as it was
used in the past. The debt that we are
reducing is $25 billion. All right. There
will be tax relief of about $5 billion to
$6 billion.

Let me give my colleagues some of
the percentages. The debt reduction of
this bill alone represents 83 percent of
the budget surplus going to reduce the
national debt. We have the opportunity
today to pass on to our kids a little
less debt than we did the day before.
The tax cut by relationship is only rep-
resenting about 2 percent of that par-
ticular budget.

This is the second bill in a row to re-
duce the national debt, and there is
still the opportunity to have a third
bill in the fall to, again, make another
principal payment toward the national
debt.
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Now, it is not going to be very glam-

orous to do this, and there is going to
be a lot of people who run down here to
the floor and say, oh, well, this would
automatically happen. Yes, sure. For
the last 40 years, it has not automati-
cally happened. Nobody reduced any
debt during that period of time. If
someone wants to believe this is auto-
matically going to happen, I have got
some swamp land someplace to sell to
them.

This is prioritizing how the surplus
ought to be used, national debt number
one.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill comes to the
floor under the Suspension Calendar,
which it is a suspension of the rules.
But I would assume it also means it is
the suspension of common sense. I have
never before heard anybody that is
going to reduce the deficit by procla-
mation.

I was amazed that the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) would say that
he was addressing his remarks to the
people at home, because I would be em-
barrassed to tell the people at home
that I am supporting a bill that never
went through any committee in the
House of Representatives.

It is just that someone woke up in
the middle of the night and said let us
give a message to the people at home.
Last night, the message would have
been that we would reduce the budget
by $7.5 billion. But that was not a suffi-
cient message for the people at home.
That would not fly in going to the con-
vention. So we say, let us reduce it by
$90 billion or whatever the new num-
bers are going to be.

One does not reduce deficits just by
standing on the floor proclaiming what
one wants to do. One does not reduce
the deficit by just trying to find out
what is the new surplus under the Clin-
ton-Gore administration, what has
been announced, and then, as soon as
one does, one adds it to the list of tax
cuts that one has had that, so far, is
$611 billion. Then, too, one has to re-
strain one’s spending.

The people at home know that the
only way to reduce debt is to increase
revenue or to decrease spending. So
what my colleagues are trying to do is
to do both. But since we know that this
is merely a proclamation for the people
at home, and since we know that no-
body in this House is against the con-
cept, and since we know that the gen-
tleman that is supporting the bill on
this side belongs to the same com-
mittee I belong to, and it certainly did
not come from our committee, that
maybe it came from the Republican
Congressional Campaign Committee.

I do not have any problem with that,
because we Democrats would support
the reduction of the deficit. It is a
waste of people’s time to do this. We
need people to do things by action, not
just by statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), who is a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means, and
maybe the more committee members
we have of the Committee on Ways and
Means, we can see where this suspen-
sion came from.

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, it is
Howdy Doody time again.

Mr. Speaker, I will enter into the
RECORD my remarks of June 20 when
we passed the last iteration of this
foolishness.

Mr. Speaker, I started by saying that
Groucho Marx said the main require-
ment to be a good politician is to ap-
pear to be serious.

The Washington Post recently com-
mented on the performance of the ma-
jority in this Congress by calling this
the ‘‘pretend Congress.’’

Now my colleagues get the second
act from what I said in June. Because
after we passed the bill, immediately
the Congress went to work and started
passing a supplemental appropriation.
They reached into this lockbox that
they say they are creating, and they
took out of it all of the money and
spent it. Then they started on the
budget for 2001, and they started mov-
ing around pay days and when contrac-
tors get paid. It is all a flimflam.

Now, for the folks back home who are
listening, let me explain something to
them.

b 1615

When the Federal Government gets
tax money in, it sits in the treasury,
and when the bonds come due, those
government bonds, people say——

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, point
of order.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I am explaining to
the Speaker, because he may not un-
derstand either, from the way these
bills come.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman will suspend.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. FLETCHER).

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, point
of order. My understanding of the rules
on the floor is that we are to address
the Speaker, not the people back home,
and yet he directly addressed them.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair would advise all
Members to address the Speaker, and
not the television audience.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
want you to understand how the budget
money is dealt with, because I know
you may not have been on the Com-
mittee on the Budget.

When the money is in the Treasury
and the bonds come due, if there is
money laying there, they buy back
those bonds. They do not have to bor-
row money to roll over the debt. It
happens automatically. It happens
automatically. It has done it for years.

We do not need bills like this, which
come out here 2 weeks before the con-
vention to say that we are reducing the
debt. We have been reducing the debt.
It has been going on on a regular basis.

Now, if my colleagues on the other
side were serious about reducing the
debt, and we get a new announcement
from the Congressional Budget Office
that says that we have $90 billion more
in surplus, why do they come out here
and only buy back $25 billion? Why do
they not buy it all back? We know why.
Because the Republicans want to give
tax breaks. We are going to move on
one of them here very shortly.

The fact is that we have already
given $611 billion in tax breaks over the
next 10 years. Now, if my colleagues
were serious about paying back the def-
icit and they wanted to reduce the
debt, what they would do is stop spend-
ing money, let it accumulate in the
treasury, and when the bonds come
due, the treasury pays them off. We do
not do it by spending every chance we
get.

We have to save some money here
also for what happens in September. I
will say it now so I can get out my re-
marks in September and say that we
are going to spend a bunch of money in
September to buy our way out of this
Congress. The majority cannot stop
themselves. It is an election year. And
that makes this a sham.

Now, we are all part of the PR, and
we are going to vote for it, like every-
body else; but do not, anybody who is
watching, pay any attention.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the record
hereafter the remarks I referred to ear-
lier:
DEBT REDUCTION RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, Groucho
Marx said that the main requirement to be a
good politician is to appear to be serious.
The Washington Post recently commented
on the performance of the majority in this
Congress by calling this ‘the pretend Con-
gress.’

This is one of the new acts. This debt re-
duction bill here pretends to do something.
We are all called here together, we are going
to be serious, we are going to give pompous
speeches about how we are going to reduce
the debt, and we are saving America, and all
those Girl Scout cookies and all that stuff
will just be fixed by this bill.

Now, the chairman at least was honest,
and I really acknowledge the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. Archer) honesty. This bill is
effective from now until September 30, 2000.
It does not quite make it all the way through
the election. So it is not really a very good
pretend item. It would be better if it went at
least until November 8. But this is a bill for
4 months.

Now, you ask yourself, why would anybody
be doing such a thing? Well, if you come up
to a new reestimate of the revenue estimates
here very shortly, the CBO and the OMB are
going to come out with a whole bunch more
money. Clearly the majority is afraid that
they are going to spend it. They cannot save
themselves. They have all the votes. This is
your problem. We have the votes, as the ma-
jority over there, and they are going to put
more money on the table and if you do not
pass this bill, you will not be able to stop
yourself from spending it. That is what this
is about, I guess. Or maybe it is not about
that.
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The fact is that we have a situation where

the Treasury does not need this bill to pay
off more debt. If we get to the end of the fis-
cal year and there is some money there, they
reduce the debt. They do not have to borrow.
It is real simple. They do not need us to pass
H.R. 4601 to tell them what they have been
doing for 200 years. If they have a surplus,
they buy down some of the debt. But this is
a symbolic act, as my colleague from Cali-
fornia says. I thought this would be on Fri-
day, because this is usually the news cycle
on Friday, they want to have something that
says the Republicans today have passed a
bill to encourage reduction of the debt.

Now, if you think about it, if you want to
reduce the debt, you do not give big tax
breaks, because taxes bring in money. And if
you cut the taxes, there will not be any
money to pay off the debt. So when you
come out here and vote for tax cut after tax
cut after tax cut and then say, And we want
to reduce the debt, you simply are not mak-
ing sense. There are only two ways to have
money to pay off the debt, either take the
taxes and pay it off or reduce the spending
and pay it off, one or the other.

I do not see any evidence so far in this ap-
propriations process that we are actually re-
ducing spending. In fact, we are going up a
little bit, and probably we are going to need
some of this money along about September
15 to solve the problem to buy off this pro-
gram or that program so we can get out of
here. All we have to do under this bill, we do
not have to repeal the act, we do not have to
do anything, just pass the supplemental ap-
propriation.

This can be violated by the most simplistic
legislative act of all, just bring out another
bill, spend some more money, in spite of the
fact that we have passed H.R. 4601, the debt
reduction bill. This bill will die in the Sen-
ate from laughter. There will not be anybody
over there that takes this seriously.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to say that it is in-
teresting that both of the gentlemen
who just spoke voted for the bill that
they ridiculed. They rush here down to
the floor and they say, oh, what a bad
bill; oh, it is just theater; oh, we can-
not stand it, and then they vote for it.
Boy, that is political will. Boy, that is
courage.

This is the Democratic magic show.
Do not look at what we are doing; look
over here. Look over here. We want
people to look over here; do not look at
what we are working on. Look over
here. Let us talk about everything else
but the facts that we are reducing the
debt.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
Hayworth).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, who serves
as one of our representatives to the
Committee on the Budget, for yielding
me this time; and I would note for this
House, mindful of the remarks of my
colleague on the Committee on Ways
and Means from Washington State, my
remarks in response to his comments
in June that also appeared in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD where we offered
the popular definition of insanity. The
popular definition of insanity is, doing
the same thing over and over again and
expecting a substantially different out-
come.

And therein we find the horns of the
dilemma for our friends on the left. Be-
cause they come to this floor and speak
disdainfully of process, indeed, Mr.
Speaker, inviting our constituents to
believe that this is somehow a flim-
flam. But, Mr. Speaker, the sad fact is
the flimflam came in the 40 years of
one-party dominance that this Con-
gress saw where our friends on the left
continually spent not only the money
raised in revenue for general purposes
but revenue intended for Social Secu-
rity, revenue intended for Medicare,
revenue that drove us deeper and deep-
er and deeper into debt.

And, Mr. Speaker, while we welcome
their support, disdainful though it may
be, while we welcome their support
here and we also welcome their rhetor-
ical endorsement now of debt retire-
ment, we also point out that we stand
in support of today’s resolution be-
cause we intend to retire the debt. We
have listened to the folks back home,
Mr. Speaker; and, moreover, we under-
stand this fundamental truth that fails
to be grasped by our friends on the left:
the money in the United States Treas-
ury, Mr. Speaker, belongs to the Amer-
ican people, the American taxpayer.
And, yes, we proudly stand and say
that the American people ought to hold
on to more of their hard-earned money
instead of sending it here to Wash-
ington.

Now, it is a legitimate debate. My
colleagues on the left believe the high-
est and best use of taxpayer money, of
the American people’s money, Mr.
Speaker, is to keep it here in Wash-
ington for more and more expenditures,
for more and more grand schemes, be-
cause the Washington bureaucrats
know best.

We know exactly the opposite is true,
Mr. Speaker. That is the voice of fiscal
sanity here. We say let the American
people hang on to their money and let
us take a portion of that money that
remains in Washington and use it to
pay down the debt with this particular
resolution to the tune of $25 billion,
paying down the debt, in effect low-
ering the debt ceiling, for the second
time since 1917, and thereby making
history.

No, Mr. Speaker, it is not gim-
mickry. It is something that is unique
and novel to our colleagues on the left.
It is sound accountancy and ultimately
being accountable to the American
people.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), the ranking
member of the Committee on the Budg-
et.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, there are different ways
to skin this cat; and I guess the puz-
zling, perplexing aspect of this bill is
why we are reaching for a new solution

when we have got other solutions ready
at hand.

For example, as the gentleman from
Iowa knows, we are way over the dis-
cretionary spending caps. There is no
chance that we will adhere to the caps
that we set in 1997. We could reset the
discretionary spending caps, reinstate
the process we call sequestration, so
that if we exceed those caps, there is
an automatically across-the-board se-
ries of cuts that reins in spending to
the level we have set.

We also have something around here
we call the pay-go rule. It applies to
tax cuts and entitlement increases. It
says, basically, if we want to have ei-
ther, we have to pay for it. We have to
offset it. There must be an offsetting
tax increase to diminish the revenue
loss or there must be a decrease in an
entitlement in order to pay for an in-
crease in entitlement. Those rules are
there. Why not simply put them back
into working order?

Furthermore, if we are really in ear-
nest, the surplus projected for next
year, 2001, is $102 billion, per CBO’s
most recent report. $102 billion is the
on-budget surplus without including
Social Security. Why go for $25 if the
on-budget surplus is $102? Why not
raise our sights, lift the bar a bit, and
go $50, half of the on-budget surplus?
At least why not go for $32 billion, be-
cause $32 billion is the amount of sur-
plus calculated into that $102 billion
surplus which is attributable to the
surplus in the Medicare hospital insur-
ance trust fund?

Now, the last time we had a similar
bill to this on the House floor, there
was a companion bill which sought to
redefine the on-budget surplus to ex-
clude the surplus in the Medicare trust
account. The surplus in the Medicare
trust account is $32 billion in fiscal
year 2001. This amount should be, if we
are really in earnest about protecting
the Medicare surplus, at a minimum
$32 billion. Why is it $25 billion? Why
have we set the bar so low, and what do
we accomplish by doing all this?

Now, I voted for it the last time; I
will vote for it again this time. But I
really think this is more about show-
manship than about substance, because
there are other ways to do what we
want to do. And if we are really sincere
and earnest about doing this, it ought
to be higher than $25 billion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER), the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. This is not showmanship. This is
not just for rhetoric. This is a sincere
attempt to try to prevent new spend-
ing, which occurs over and over again
when we are about to close a congres-
sional session.

Is it perfect? Maybe not. But it is
genuinely designed to protect the up-
date in surplus, which we have just re-
ceived from the CBO, over and above
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what we planned when we passed the
budget earlier this year, from being
spent on programs which will continue
to grow like Topsy in the years ahead.

Is this for the people back home? I
heard a Member say, oh, but this is for
the people back home. It is for the peo-
ple back home. It is to protect their
hard-earned money that has come to
Washington as a windfall profit to the
Federal Government, a windfall profit
that should not go into new spending
programs.

And, yes, we must be honest. Politi-
cians will find a way to spend money.
It is seductive. It is not just on one
side or the other. This is a genuine at-
tempt to put this money off budget so
it cannot be spent and that it will go
where it should go: to pay down the
debt.

Now, it has been alluded to that, oh,
well, this relates to new tax relief.
There is no way any new tax bill can
get at the updated surplus for this
year. The only thing that can happen
to it that is not in the interest of the
people is that in the last moment it
will be spent on new programs. And we
want to stop that. Yes, we do. And, yes,
it is for the people, because it will pro-
tect their earnings that they have sent
to Washington from new spending pro-
grams.

This should be overwhelmingly em-
braced by both sides of the aisle, if
they genuinely want to stop new spend-
ing this year. I encourage a bipartisan
vote for this bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to join with the chairman of
this committee in asking for a bipar-
tisan vote on this, I guess we can call
it a bill.

It really does not mean anything.
But if I understand the chairman of the
committee and the sponsors of this bill
correctly, we have to have this bill to
make certain that the politicians do
not spend up the surplus and that we
reduce the deficit. We have to let the
whole country know that we are here
to stop these politicians who cannot
control themselves.

Now, I assume that the politicians
that we are talking about are Members
of Congress, because they are the ones
that will be doing the spending, and
these are the people that we want to
control. And I want to control them,
too. It just so happens that the people
that have created this declaration of
wanting to reduce the deficit are the
people who are in charge of the spend-
ing. Are my colleagues saying that the
majority does not trust itself, and so it
has to create some type of a mandate,
some proclamation saying that they
are going to reduce the deficit by $25
billion?

Suppose these same politicians that
my colleagues and I are trying to con-
trol decide that they do not want to do
this, and suppose they have the major-
ity? Then it means that what we are
doing today is worth absolutely noth-
ing except to send out some political

message. And so why would we not join
with our colleagues in saying control
the politicians, control the spending,
reduce the deficit, pay down the Fed-
eral debt so that we do not have this
burden of interest to carry?

And since we know that our col-
leagues know that they are in control
of the calendar, they are in control of
the tax cuts, they are in control of the
spending, why would we as the minor-
ity not say, for God’s sake, put hand-
cuffs on these people, they are com-
pletely out of control? So do not ask
why we are joining with our colleagues.
We have no choice. Our colleagues are
telling us that they have no discipline,
as the majority party comes to the end
of this congressional session, except to
attempt to buy themselves out of it.

Well, I have more confidence in my
colleagues than they have in them-
selves. But if they feel that they can
bypass the Committee on Ways and
Means and bring a leadership procla-
mation to the floor that says I love
America and I would like to reduce this
debt, and figure that any Member is
going to vote against it, then my col-
leagues are mistaken.

So let us suspend the rules, let us
suspend common sense, let us vote for
this proclamation, and get on to legis-
lation to see whether or not we are
really concerned about reducing spend-
ing and making certain that we do not
just give tax cuts to the rich at the ex-
pense of the working poor.

b 1630

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. FLETCHER) who is the au-
thor of the original legislation to set
aside this money for debt reduction.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
call a few weeks ago when the minority
was talking when we brought up the
initial bill to establish this debt reduc-
tion account in the Department of
Treasury and I remember one thing
they said, and that was that if we were
serious, then why would we only do it
for 1 year?

We are serious. We are doing it for
fiscal year 2001. My hope, my belief is
that we will continue to do this for the
future.

We have a $3.5 trillion publicly held
debt. That is mind boggling. We must
continue on this historic path to pay
down the publicly held debt. We have
an opportunity today to actually ap-
propriate and pay down the publicly
held debt by another $25 billion.

Just a few weeks ago we voted to pay
it down by $16 billion. Today the Con-
gressional Budget Office reported that
the sun is shining ever brighter on
America, that we have a greater sur-
plus.

We have voted to set aside Social Se-
curity with a lockbox. We voted to set
aside Medicare with a lockbox. Now we
are setting debt reduction as a priority
so that at the end of the year, if we are

looking at the surplus, we have to de-
cide truly are we going to take this
money from this debt reduction ac-
count and spend it on more and bigger
government, as has been done by the
minority for years and years, or are we
truly going to remove the shackle of
debt from our children, are we going to
reduce that debt, the debt that every
family in America and every future
generation will have to pay.

This will allow us to set our prior-
ities at the end of the year, yes, and to
discipline ourselves, as the gentleman
said, to make sure that we pay down
the debt, that we reduce this mind bog-
gling debt. That is why we must seize
this opportunity. It is like my bill that
was passed last month. This bill will
continue that historical precedent of
paying down the debt by appropriating
to this account in the Department of
Treasury.

It is the moral equivalent of burning
a mortgage or cutting up a credit card
when it is no longer needed or when it
has been paid off. It is removing the
shackles of debt from our children. And
we owe it to our children and our
grandchildren. It is simple. It is com-
mon sense and it is the right thing to
do.

In Kentucky we sing a song, ‘‘the sun
shines bright on my old Kentucky
home.’’ And let me say, fiscally, the
sun is truly shining bright on America;
and we need to continue to repair this
roof while the sun is shining. Let us
continue this work. Let us ensure that
America is a land of hope, of prosperity
and economic bounty.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage support of
House Resolution 4866.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I only
have one remaining speaker so I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER) a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Debt Reduction
Reconciliation Act of 2001.

Recently we learned from the Con-
gressional Budget Office that non-So-
cial Security budget surpluses will be
nearly $1.3 trillion more than pre-
viously anticipated over the next dec-
ade.

Make no mistake, if we do not pro-
tect the people’s surplus, politicians
will find a way to spend it on more gov-
ernment. This legislation protects all
the Social Security and Medicare sur-
pluses for fiscal year 2001 while setting
aside $25 billion in additional surplus
to pay down the public debt.

We must seize this unique oppor-
tunity and not just spend it on bigger
government. Simply put, paying down
the public debt lessens the burden fac-
ing the next generation of Americans.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) toned down his
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rhetoric momentarily from ridicule to
wonderment and to questioning. He
wants to know why we are doing this
at this point. He thinks it is because
maybe we do not trust ourselves.

Well, first and foremost, I would say
to the gentleman it is because many of
us have been good observers of Con-
gresses over the last 40 years and how
we got into that situation and how
Congresses and Presidents have this
tendency to spend money when it is
left on the table. So that is number one
is that we are good observers. It does
not matter which party it is.

It happens to have been during those
40 years that the Democrats were in
control almost all of that time. But the
point is that we are good observers. I
think experience is a good teacher, and
we have learned from those experi-
ences. And that is the first reason.

But the second reason is an issue of
priority. It is an issue of choices. In-
stead of a budget that waits until the
end of the year to set a priority, which,
as the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), the ranking member of
the Committee on the Budget pointed
out, is exactly the current process, if,
and I put that word out there in big
letters, if there is money on the table
at the end of the year, there is a mech-
anism to pay down the debt.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) is correct, it is automati-
cally then paid down by Treasury be-
cause they have nothing else to do with
the money, if there is money left over.
The problem is that there has almost
never been money left over. And, in
fact, there has been money that was
needed to be borrowed. That is how we
got into the national debt in the first
place.

So it is a matter of almost like a
family with their budget laying out in
front of them deciding that the Visa
bill has to be paid first before they
look at something new to do, before a
new family vacation maybe is taken,
before they put on a new addition to
their house, before they try something
new as a new priority, new spending,
new indebtedness of any kind, they say
it is a priority to pay down the mort-
gage, it is a priority to pay down the
national debt.

And so, instead of waiting until the
end of the year to say if there is money
left over, we are saying there is money
left over, this is a priority, this is a
choice that the Congress is making.
And if at the end of the year, the Presi-
dent and the Congress decide to do
something different, as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) pointed
out very correctly, if we decide to do
something different, then the Amer-
ican people know that that choice was
made.

It was a choice between new spending
and Social Security. It was a choice be-
tween new spending and Medicare. It
was a choice between new spending and
debt reduction. It was a choice between
tax reduction and debt reduction.

That is a choice that we can go home
and explain to our constituents. This is

a choice that we can explain to Amer-
ica. This is a choice that is responsible
in the area of budgeting. I believe it is
those choices that need to be made.

It is for that reason that we come out
here with a bill that we believe is im-
portant. No, it is not maybe the most
important legislation that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
has ever seen, but we believe it is an
important priority; and it is for that
reason that we bring the second bill of
debt reduction.

And if in the fall, as the gentleman
stated, there is more money, we can
bring a third bill for debt reduction.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I just ask the gen-
tleman just one question; and that is,
can the same Congress that passes this
resolution today be the same Congress
to ignore it in September? That is all I
am asking.

What we are doing today is just
showing good intentions, and that is
what it is all about. We could vote for
eliminating disease. We could vote
against war and for peace. And that is
good and I will vote with the gen-
tleman. But I just do not want people
to believe that what we are doing
today means that we are under any leg-
islative obligation to fulfill what the
gentleman is stating.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
answer the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bill. Now, the
gentleman has a long and very stellar
career in this Congress and I know the
gentleman knows full well the dif-
ference between a resolution, a procla-
mation, and a bill. Because a bill can
become a law.

That law can be changed, the gen-
tleman is correct, but it is a law and it
is a law that must be followed by the
Treasury. It is a law that must be fol-
lowed by the Congress. It is a law that
must be followed by the President un-
less or until that law is changed. And
that law can be changed in the fall, the
gentleman is correct, but it will be a
change of law and a change of priority.
It will be the juxtaposition between
spending and Social Security.

If they want to spend more money,
they can. If the Congress wants to
spend more money, it can. Certainly it
can raise taxes. It can dip into Social
Security. It can decide not to do any
debt reduction. But we are deciding
today that that choice must be made
instead of waiting, as the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT)
pointed out, until the very end of the
day on the very last legislative oppor-
tunity to see if there is any money left
over.

We are saying it is a priority. And in-
terestingly enough, not only are the
Republican majority joining together
today to say it is a priority but last
month 419 Members of this Congress,
including the very respected gentleman

from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) and
the very respected gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), joined with us
in that tact.

Now, I understand that there might
be some ridicule on their side because
they have never been in a position to
reduce debt. We believe it is an impor-
tant priority. We appreciate the fact
that the gentleman joined with us in
this regard, and we would hope that
they would be slightly more enthusi-
astic as a look at a possible third debt
reduction bill in the fall.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think that we all have
to be in support of this once the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) ac-
knowledges that the same Congress
that makes the decision today as to
what it is going to attribute to reduc-
ing the deficit is the same Congress
that is going to come back and say
what they think is in the national in-
terest.

It defies reason and common sense
why the majority party can come to
this House and tell the American peo-
ple and our colleagues that they do not
trust their ability to control spending.
But, in order to do this, they have to
pass a law to prevent them from doing
what they say they do not want to do.

We are going to help them all that we
can and we are going to help to reduce
the Federal debt. We are going to try
to stop them from these outlandish tax
cuts that they tried to do in the last
session and was vetoed.

When that $792 billion tax cut was ve-
toed, the majority did not even try to
come together and try to override the
veto because they never expected that
tax cut to pass.

As a matter of fact, I think the good
wisdom of the Republicans in this
House is that they do not expect any of
these tax cuts to become law. They do
not even bring them to the floor unless
they promise to veto. And they are
never discussed, anyway. And so, if
they want to call this the Republicans’
bill to control itself from excessive
spending, why would we not be able to
support them in that effort?

b 1645

You are the majority. You are in
charge. You set the agenda. You set
the appropriations bills at the spending
level. You come in and ask for your tax
cuts. And then in the middle of the
night you smell a surplus that we
never had before in all of the Reagan-
Bush years. We never really had a
chance under Republican Presidents.
Even though we had the majority, we
did not know what a surplus was until
we got President Clinton and Vice
President Gore. So this is new to us.
And so it is obviously new to you, as
well.

We are enjoying a surplus, but we
still have this tremendous, close-to-$6
trillion national debt, and it has to be

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 06:02 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00075 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18JY7.135 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6432 July 18, 2000
reduced and it has to be reduced by dis-
cipline. I would suggest, since it is too
late in this session, that maybe the
first thing that we should do next year
is that Republicans and Democrats set
aside their party label and start to talk
with each other as to what is in the
best interests of the people of the
United States. Maybe then we will not
have Republican bills and Democratic
bills saying, Please stop us before we
spend some more. Maybe we can have
bipartisan bills that will be able to
show the American people that we are
serious.

And so in an effort to show you my
sincerity, I stand here tonight and join
with you and say, let us do this. Why?
Because it is the right thing to do. And
with it I pray that you in the majority
can control your urge to spend unnec-
essarily and depend on our support.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I understand that the minority will
try and stop us to reduce the taxes on
the American people and to reform
those taxes, but we will try and stop
you from dipping into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund yet again, the Medicare
trust fund yet again, to add to our
debt, to add to our deficits as you did
for 40 years. We will and we will suc-
ceed.

But there is one factor that you left
out and that is the fact that the Con-
gress is not the only one in control.
Every eighth grade government stu-
dent knows that the President has to
sign the law. I hope he signs this law;
and I hope we reduce the debt for my
kids, for your kids and grandkids and
for all of America.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R.
4866, as amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

RECESS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 48 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS
The recess having expired, the House

was called to order by the Speaker pro

tempore (Mr. LAHOOD) at 5 o’clock and
10 minutes p.m.

f

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate
by Mr. Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with amendment in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested, a bill
of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4810. An act to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal
year 2001.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 4810) ‘‘An Act to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to section
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2001,’’ re-
quests a conference with the House on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr.
LOTT, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

f

MOTION TO GO TO CONFERENCE
ON H.R. 4810, MARRIAGE TAX
PENALTY RELIEF RECONCILI-
ATION ACT OF 2000

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 553 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 553

Resolved, That upon receipt of a message
from the Senate transmitting any Senate
amendments to the bill (H.R. 4810) to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to section
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2001, it shall be in
order to consider in the House without inter-
vention of any point of order a motion of-
fered by the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means or his designee to take from
the Speaker’s table the bill, with any Senate
amendments thereto, to disagree to the Sen-
ate amendments, and to request a conference
with the Senate thereon or agree to any re-
quest of the Senate for a conference thereon.
The motion shall be debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Ways and Means. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the motion to its adoption without inter-
vening motion.

SEC. 2. House Resolution 550 is laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY), the distinguished ranking Mem-
ber, my good friend, pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 553 provides for
consideration of a motion to go to con-
ference with the Senate on H.R. 4810,

the Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination
Reconciliation Act. The motion will be
debatable for 1 hour equally divided be-
tween the chairman and the ranking
minority Member on the Committee on
Ways and Means.

As my colleagues will recall, the
House passed H.R. 4810 last week by a
bipartisan vote of 269 to 159. This vote
marked the second time that the House
passed this legislation and the fourth
time that it has voted to provide mar-
riage tax penalty relief in this 106th
Congress.

The will of the House is clear, and it
is time that we finish the job and get
this bill to the President for his signa-
ture. We are almost there. In fact, the
Senate just passed its own version of
the marriage tax penalty relief act by
a bipartisan vote of 60 to 39. This reso-
lution will allow the House to quickly
respond to the Senate’s actions by
going to conference where the two bod-
ies will negotiate a final marriage tax
penalty elimination act that we can
send to the President, and in doing so,
we will give him the chance to make
good on the words he spoke during his
State of the Union speech.

During that speech, the President
told the American people that we can
make ‘‘vital investments in health
care, education, support for working
families and still offer tax cuts to help
pay for college, for retirement, to care
for aging parents and to reduce the
marriage penalty. We can do these
things without forsaking the path of
fiscal discipline that got us to this
point.’’

Mr. Speaker, Congress has helped the
President meet his challenge. We have
passed legislation to preserve Social
Security for future generations, to pro-
vide affordable drug coverage to sen-
iors through Medicare, to restore our
national defense, to invest in education
and to pay down the debt.

We have done all of these things in
the context of a balanced budget, and
we are still swimming in surplus cash.

b 1715

Meanwhile, 25 million American cou-
ples suffer under the unfair financial
burden imposed by the marriage pen-
alty. On average, they pay $1,400 more
in taxes than they would if they were
single; skip the whole marriage thing
and just live together. What kind of
message is that for the government to
send? Where is the logic in taxing mar-
riage, one of the most fundamental in-
stitutions in our entire society?

Mr. Speaker, $1,400 is real money to
American families. Families can use
this income to pay for health care, in-
vest in a child’s education or plan for
their retirement. Sound familiar?
These are all the things the President
says that government should finance
before it provides tax relief.

Well, why do we not just cut out the
middleman, the government, and let
the American people make the deci-
sions about what their needs are and
where their money should be spent?
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Let us stop crippling them financially
so they have to lean on the crutch of
government.

Eliminating the marriage penalty
will help these families, especially the
middle class and minorities, whom the
marriage penalty hits the very hardest.

Mr. Speaker, the good news is that
the Republicans and many Democrats
in Washington actually agree that the
marriage penalty is bad policy. If we in
Congress can agree that the marriage
tax should be abolished then there is
no reason to delay any longer in re-
versing this inequity in the Tax Code.
That is why the House Republican
leadership is moving quickly to get
this bill to conference and to the Presi-
dent so that he can sign it.

Today, with the passage of this reso-
lution, we have the opportunity to
show that we can come together in a
bipartisan way to achieve something
for the American people that will make
a real difference in their lives. We can
end this tax that robs hundreds, if not
thousands, of dollars from some 25 mil-
lion families each year, and let them
keep their money to spend as they see
fit on their priorities.

Mr. Speaker, there is no reason why
at this time of peace and prosperity
and budget surpluses that we cannot
provide this tax equity and relief. It is
time to end the delays, the excuses and
the political trade-offs. It is time to
get the job done.

I hope my colleagues will join me
today in moving this issue forward and
I hope the President will be true to his
word and take the opportunity to sign
this legislation when we put it on his
desk. I urge a yes vote on the resolu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I thank my dear friend,
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE), for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, the issue of changing
the marriage tax is a very important
one, but thus far my Republican col-
leagues have turned it into a political
prop. Millions of Americans pay taxes
in the higher income bracket after
they get married than they did when
they were single, but Democrats be-
lieve we should do something to allevi-
ate that tax burden, especially on
working families with children who are
struggling to pay their bills, who are
struggling to educate these children,
and to keep them safe.

So far, my Republican colleagues
have charted out a series of bills that
do a lot more to help the rich get rich-
er than they do help working families
get shoes on their kids. Meanwhile, my
Republican colleagues have rejected
Democratic bills that would actually
help middle-income working families
by increasing the standard deduction
for married couples until it is twice
that of a single person. Our bills would
also change the alternative minimum
tax so that all promised taxes would

actually take effect. That way working
families would get the help they need
rather than a lot of posturing just be-
fore a convention.

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill would
be better named the Philadelphia
Story, because it is a lot more about
the Republican Convention in Philadel-
phia than it is about helping working
American people, and this is a part of
the pattern. Almost a year ago my Re-
publican colleagues tried to enact a
trillion dollar package of tax cuts, pri-
marily for the rich, that would have
endangered Social Security and do just
about nothing for the everyday Ameri-
cans.

Now they are foisting that package
on us once again, Mr. Speaker, and this
time it is in increments; but if one re-
assembles it, if one puts it all together,
the result is the same.

According to the Citizens for Tax
Justice, the Republican plan gives the
richest 1 percent of Americans an aver-
age of a tax cut of $23,119. Meanwhile,
it gives families with incomes of $30,000
only $131. That does not sound like eq-
uity to me, Mr. Speaker.

I think it is time my Republican col-
leagues stop writing bills to make the
rich richer and started writing bills to
help everyone else. This conference is a
great place to start.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER), my distin-
guished colleague, a gentleman who
has put so much time and effort in this
Marriage Penalty Relief Act, a gen-
tleman who has brought two people
and made them household names to the
American public, Shad and Michelle,
and we will hear about them now.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE), my good friend, and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY), for the opportunity to address
this House.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of eliminating the marriage tax pen-
alty. I rise in strong support of the
House and Senate going to conference
and sending to the President this week
legislation that wipes out what I con-
sider to be the most unfair tax of all.

We have often asked from the well of
the House a pretty simple, basic ques-
tion. That is, is it right, is it fair that
under our Tax Code 25 million married
working couples pay higher taxes just
because they are married? Is it right, is
it fair, that 25 million married working
couples pay on average $1,400 in higher
taxes just because they are married?
And today, the only way to avoid that
marriage tax penalty when both the
man and the women that are in the
workforce is either not get married or
get divorced.

It is wrong that under our Tax Code
one pays higher taxes just because they
are married.

I was so proud of this House just this
past week when we passed and sent to

the Senate legislation which wiped out
the American tax penalty for 25 million
couples. This afternoon, the Senate by
a vote of 61 to 38, an overwhelming
vote, including Democrats joining with
Republicans, voted to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. Of course, the
bills are a little bit different. We have
to work out the differences. The bot-
tom line is we want to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

Let me give an example of a couple
from the district that I represent in
the south side of Chicago in the south
suburbs who suffer the marriage tax
penalty. This is Michelle and Shad
Hallihan. They are two public school
teachers. They live just outside Joliet,
Illinois. Shad teaches at Joliet High
School. Michelle teaches at Manhattan
Junior High. They suffer about $1,000 in
marriage tax penalty. Their combined
income is about $62,000. They are home-
owners, and I would point out that
since we introduced the bill to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty a year
and a half ago Shad and Michelle have
since had a little baby. If the Demo-
crats have their way, this child will
probably be out of college before we
eliminate the marriage tax penalty be-
cause there is always an excuse not to
do it today.

The bottom line is, for Michelle and
Shad Hallihan and for their new little
baby Ben, $1,400, the average marriage
tax penalty, is real money. In the Jo-
liet area, $1,400 is 3 months of day care
at a local child care center for little
Ben. $1,400 is 3,000 diapers for little
Ben. $1,400 is one year’s tuition at a
community college called Joliet Junior
College in Joliet, Illinois. It is a washer
and dryer for their home.

Our legislation that passed the House
of Representatives will help people like
Michelle and Shad Hallihan. The
Democrats talk about their alter-
native. It would leave Michelle and
Shad Hallihan out. They would still be
stuck with the marriage tax penalty.

Under our legislation, which passed
the House of Representatives with the
vote of every Republican and also 48
Democrats who broke with their lead-
ership to support the elimination of
the marriage tax penalty, we helped
couples, two public school teachers
like Shad and Michelle Hallihan.

As I pointed out earlier, Shad and
Michelle are homeowners. They also
have a baby and, of course, they give
money to church and charity. So that
means they itemize their taxes. Under
our proposal, we double the standard
deduction to twice that for single peo-
ple, under our proposal. That helps
those who do not itemize, but if we are
going to help people like Michelle and
Shad Hallihan, we have to help
itemizers. That means we need to
widen the tax bracket so in the 15 per-
cent bracket two joint filers, a couple
with two incomes, have to be able to
earn twice as much as what a single
person can earn in that tax bracket.

Under our proposal, in the 15 percent
tax bracket, we widen it so that two-
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earner households can earn twice as
much. That will help Shad and
Michelle Hallihan.

I would point out that the proposal
that the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) talked about
would not help those who itemize. And
think about it. Most middle-class fami-
lies who itemize their taxes itemize be-
cause they own a home or they give
money to church and charity.

We as Members of Congress can all
think of our neighbors back home, mid-
dle-class working families who pursue
the American dream; they buy a home
and because of their mortgage interest
costs and because of their property
taxes, they itemize their taxes.

The Democrats say if one itemizes
their taxes, they are rich so they
should continue to suffer the marriage
tax penalty.

Now, Michelle and Shad make $62,000
a year. Back in the south suburbs of
Chicago, that is kind of a middle-class
working family. Under the Democrat
definition of rich, they are rich making
$62,000 a year.

Mr. Speaker, our goal is to make the
Tax Code more fair. When I am in the
south side of Chicago at a steel work-
ers hall in the Tenth Ward or a legion
post in Joliet or at a local iron workers
hall in La Salle or a Chamber of Com-
merce function or coffee shop, people
tell me theirs taxes are too high but
they also point out that the Tax Code
is unfair. That is why we should help
people like Michelle and Shad
Hallihan. Let us eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty. Let us go to con-
ference.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, the strong bipartisan
votes for marriage tax penalty relief in
both bodies demonstrate the will of
Congress and the people that we rep-
resent. It is time to see if the President
will join us by enacting this legisla-
tion. It is time to do the right thing. I
urge a yes vote on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. ARCHER. Pursuant to House

Resolution 553, I move to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 4810) to
provide for reconciliation pursuant to
section 103(a)(1) of the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year
2001, with a Senate amendment there-
to, disagree to the Senate amendment,
and agree to a conference with the Sen-
ate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 553, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a great deal
to say about this. This is a customary
motion to go to conference with the
Senate. I understand that the minority
has a motion to instruct which is de-
batable for 1 hour.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think we did debate
this issue when the bill was before us
and the chairman is correct, we do
have a motion to instruct that we
would like to offer at the appropriate
time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 553,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER).

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
MOTION TO INSTRUCT OFFERED BY MR. CARDIN

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to instruct conferees on the bill
H.R. 4810.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. CARDIN moves that the managers on

the part of the House at the conference on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendments to the bill H.R. 4810
be instructed, to the maximum extent per-
mitted within the scope of conference—

(1) to maximize the amount of marriage
penalty relief provided to middle and low in-
come taxpayers,

(2) to minimize the additional marriage bo-
nuses provided to taxpayers already receiv-
ing marriage bonuses under current law, and

(3) to resolve the differences in effective
dates and phase-in amounts in a way which
takes into account fiscal responsibility.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
clause 7(b) of rule XXII, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN) and the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN).
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Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this motion to instruct
makes it very clear that the conferees
should try to resolve the differences be-
tween the two bodies so that the max-
imum amount of relief goes to those
who need the relief, those that are of
low- and middle income, rather than
going to the higher income taxpayers.

Secondly, it points out what we be-
lieve to be a major problem with the
legislation that was passed by this
body, and that is the legislation that
was passed by this body cost about $180
billion, of which about 50 percent of
that relief went to individuals who ac-
tually had a marriage bonus; that is,
their taxes were actually less as a re-
sult of them being married. They were

able to take advantage of lower rates
because the husband and wife filed a
joint return. That happens frequently,
where one of the spouses has the ma-
jority of the income.

What we are suggesting to the con-
ferees is that we agree that we should
try to deal with those that have the
penalty; therefore, we should minimize
the amount of tax relief that goes to
those who are already receiving a
bonus. Let us put the relief to those
that are actually paying the penalty
rather than putting the relief to those
who are already getting a bonus for
being married.

Lastly, we would point out that we
have to resolve the effective dates and
phase-in amounts in a way that takes
into account fiscal responsibility. I
would hope that all of us would agree
that that is one of the issues that we
would hope our conferees would re-
solve.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the motion to instruct
that has been presented by the minor-
ity I am sure is taken in good faith,
but I would say to the minority that it
is the responsibility of our conferees to
defend the House bill. When we go into
conference with the Senate, that is
what it is about, and we will measure
up to our responsibility to defend the
House bill.

The motion to instruct goes beyond
that. It is primarily general in its con-
tent; it will bring about nothing in the
conference, but it will attempt to pre-
vent us from being able to accelerate
the day when the marriage penalty re-
lief will take effect, which many of us
would like to consider. We believe that
having to wait a full 6 years before it is
fully vested is perhaps too long a pe-
riod of time, and we may well want to
consider accelerating that relief. But if
this motion to instruct were binding,
which it is not, it would prevent us
from doing that. I cannot embrace it
because I would be embracing some-
thing that would, on paper, at least,
appear to limit our ability to do what
is in the best interests of the people in
this conference.

So I must reluctantly oppose this
motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me just point out
what the motion to instruct says. In
regards to the effective dates and
phase-in amounts, we suggest that it
be done in a fiscally responsible way. I
do not know why any Member of this
body would oppose the conference com-
mittee acting in a fiscally responsible
way. That is part of our responsibility
here.

However, the main point of the mo-
tion to instruct, the main point is, yes,
we want to help those people who are
being penalized because they are mar-
ried. Because they have a basically
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equivalent or similar income, they are
paying a higher tax rate than they
would if they were two individuals. Ap-
proximately half of our married cou-
ples are affected by the marriage pen-
alty; about 50 percent fall into that
category.

The problem is that the legislation
that passed this body provides an equal
amount of relief to every person who is
married, regardless of whether they are
in the penalty position or the bonus po-
sition. So the motion to instruct sim-
ply says to the conferees, target the re-
lief to those that are penalized by their
marital status. Use the tax relief in the
most cost-effective way.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that this
body would agree with this motion to
instruct. If we are able to do that, then
I think we can have a strong bipartisan
vote and get a bill not only that will
come out of conference and will pass
this body and the other body, but will
also be signed by the President. It is
for those reasons that this motion to
instruct is offered.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would simply explain to the Mem-
bers that this motion to instruct is ac-
tually an oxymoron, because on the
one hand it says, within the scope of
conference, limit the marriage bonus;
and yet there is no difference between
the Senate and the House bill in that
regard. It is not possible for us to
change what they call the marriage
bonus.

But I happen to be unabashedly
proud that within this legislation, in
both the Senate and the House bill, and
within the scope of conference it can-
not be changed, a provision that helps
stay-at-home moms and dads. They
need economic help and relief as they
rear their children. I do not walk away
from that. That is a very positive part
of both the Senate bill and the House
bill, which the minority would like to
undo and take away.

So this cannot be changed in con-
ference within the scope of conference,
and the minority understands that. I
do not know why they put that the way
they did in this motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me just point out that the other
body gave a more generous provision in
regards to the bonuses; and, therefore,
it is within the scope of the conference.

But, Mr. Speaker, I think the key
point here, and what we are trying to
do by this motion to instruct, is target
the relief to those who pay the penalty
and to try to work out a bill that could
be signed into law that will provide re-
lief to our taxpayers.

Mr. Speaker, I am prepared to yield
back my time; however, I do not know
whether the gentleman from Texas has
any other speakers or not.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman from Maryland

that I would be prepared to yield back
as well; however, I have a very strong
request from the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER), who has been a big
sponsor of this legislation to be able to
speak, so I hope the gentleman from
Maryland would indulge us in that re-
gard.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I was
going to yield time for closing to the
gentleman from Illinois from our side;
but instead, I will reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield up
to 5 minutes to the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. WELLER).

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, let me
just briefly address my friend from
Maryland’s motion to instruct. He
talks about our legislation as to
whether or not it should be fiscally re-
sponsible. It is fiscally responsible. We
use that surplus tax revenue and use
that to bring fairness to the Tax Code.

He says that we should delay imple-
mentation of the marriage tax relief,
and I believe that would hurt those
low-income and moderate-income and
middle-income families that we want
to help, so we do not want to delay
that. So I am concerned about that
idea.

Then he also talks about those who
do not suffer the marriage tax penalty,
whether or not they should receive any
relief. The chairman pointed out the
stay-at-home moms, people like my
sister, Pat, who took a few years out of
the workforce to be home with her
children, so she could be home with the
kids before they were old enough to go
to school. I admire people who do that,
and we do not mind helping them.

I would also point out in the Demo-
crat alternative that the House voted
down just this past week, they pro-
vided a similar proportion of relief to
those who do not suffer the marriage
tax penalty. So I would point out their
proposal did the same thing.

Last, they talk about low- and mod-
erate-income families. The bottom line
is, their proposal would not help low-
and moderate-income families who
happen to be homeowners. We believe if
you are a homeowner and itemize your
taxes, you should receive relief as well.

Mr. Speaker, I have often come to
the floor of this House, along with
many of my colleagues, and asked a
very basic and fundamental question,
and that is, is it right, is it fair, that
under our Tax Code a married working
couple, a husband and wife with two in-
comes, pay higher taxes under our Tax
Code just because they are married;
higher taxes than an identical working
couple who choose not to marry, who
choose to live together outside of mar-
riage, who actually save money by not
participating in marriage. I think it is
wrong that 25 million married working
couples, on average, pay $1,400 more in
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried.

I have with me a photo of Shad and
Michelle Hallihan. They are two public
school teachers from Joliet, Illinois.
They suffer the marriage tax penalty.
Their income is about $62,000 a year,
their salary as teachers. Shad is at Jo-
liet High School, and Michelle is at
Manhattan Junior High. They are at
similar incomes, but if they chose to
stay single and just live together, they
would save about $1,000 in taxes; but
they chose to get married. Under our
Tax Code, they pay higher taxes.

I would point out that under our leg-
islation, the only way we can eliminate
that $1,000 marriage tax penalty for
Shad and Michelle Hallihan of the Jo-
liet area is if we help those who itemize
their taxes, because Michelle and Shad
Hallihan, of course they have a little
baby, Ben, who is in his first year, but
they also happen to be homeowners.
Like most middle-class families who
itemize their taxes, they are home-
owners. Because their combined prop-
erty taxes and mortgage interest are
more than the standard deduction,
they itemize.

Mr. Speaker, the only way we can
help those who happen to be home-
owners, those who give to their institu-
tions of faith and charity, marriage tax
relief, is if we widen the tax bracket.

Under our legislation, we double the
standard deduction for those who do
not itemize, wiping out the marriage
tax penalty for, I think, about 9 mil-
lion couples.

But in order to help all 25 million
married working couples who suffer the
marriage tax penalty, we have to help
those who itemize as well. Under our
legislation, we widen the 15 percent tax
bracket so people like Michelle and
Shad Hallihan can earn twice as much
and stay in the 15 percent tax bracket,
the lowest bracket. Under our legisla-
tion, we wipe out the marriage tax pen-
alty for people like Michelle and Shad
Hallihan who make about $62,000 a
year.

Think about it: $1,400, the average
marriage tax penalty, that is a washer
and a dryer. In Joliet, Illinois, for peo-
ple like them, that is 3 months of day
care for little Ben at a local day care
center; it is a year’s tuition at Joliet
Junior College if Shad and Michelle
would like to go back to school.

The bottom line is, in this Congress,
we want to help our schools, we want
to strengthen Medicare and Social Se-
curity, we want to pay down the na-
tional debt, and we are making tremen-
dous progress on that agenda; but we
also want to make the Tax Code more
fair, so that if a husband and wife
choose to get married and choose to
both be in the workforce, they do not
pay higher taxes.

Our legislation accomplishes that
goal, and we have come so far in this
campaign to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty over the last several years.
We have an opportunity, with a strong
bipartisan vote, and I would point out
that the legislation we passed out of
the House this past week was sup-
ported by every House Republican, and
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I was pleased to say that 48 Democrats
broke with their leadership and joined
to make it a strong bipartisan vote to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.
That was a great accomplishment for
this House, that Democrats and Repub-
licans came together.

My hope is that by the end of this
week when we send to the President
legislation that wipes out the marriage
tax penalty for 25 million married
working couples, that the President
will join with us. I hope we can make
it a bipartisan effort. I urge a bipar-
tisan ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-
LEE).

(Ms. JACKKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland for his leader-
ship, and I thank the chairman for his
leadership, along with the ranking
member, on the issues that really bear
on both our investment in this Nation
and a return of the American public’s
investment in the Federal Government
back to them.

It saddens me to come to the floor of
the House to have to argue against
some of the very attractive pictures of
young families with children, and that
is not the direction that any of us are
going. My district is a district that is
enormously diverse and really has a
large number of young families buying
new homes and raising their children. I
am very proud of the 18th Congres-
sional District and some of the pros-
perity that we have gained and some of
the opportunities for young families to
get their first home.

b 1745
So I do not believe that any of us who

believe that the present marriage pen-
alty tax format is misdirected can be
accused of not working to support the
needs of young families and those mar-
ried couples who work so hard for what
they have.

But I just came from a hearing, I say
to the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN), from discussing the issues of
mental health resources for special
needs children. We were actually in a
meeting trying to find out how we
could get more resources from this
Federal Government, with the budget
caps that we have, with the appropria-
tions fight we are in, and trying to
share the few dollars that we have, and
trying to help those children with spe-
cial needs, those broken minds where
those parents are struggling to get the
resources.

We could not find them. We deter-
mined that community health centers,
mental health centers, they are only in
about 30 cities in our country, and we
were struggling, what do we do with a
parent who comes and says, I have two
suicidal children, not one but two?

That is why this motion to instruct
conferees is the right kind of com-

promise. I resent accusations that
those of us who want to seek an oppor-
tunity to maximize the amount of mar-
riage penalty relief provided to middle-
and low-income families are against
giving relief to married couples, or
those of us who say that this effort
that is being proposed by Republicans
is too costly.

We do not have enough money for
Medicare and social security, we do not
have enough money to be able to pro-
vide, and when I say we do not have
enough money, we are not pushing the
Medicare benefit for prescription
drugs, which would allow senior citi-
zens to be able to get prescription
drugs. We cannot do all of that and be
able to provide for those very needy
families and middle-income families.

So this motion to instruct to mini-
mize the additional marriage bonuses,
to minimize the additional marriage
bonuses provided to taxpayers already
receiving marriage bonuses under cur-
rent law, it makes a lot of sense.

We have to balance the resources of
the Federal government, and who in
the world wants to again see the trage-
dies of a Columbine because some
youngster is struggling with a mental
health need which we did not see? Who
wants to have children who are not im-
munized in this Nation? Who wants to
go into communities where in fact
those young married couples cannot
even get affordable housing because
they are priced out of the market?

The $800 or the $200 that they are get-
ting out of the proposal that really
goes to high-income married couples,
to the greater degree, and has a huge
result at the end in terms of how much
it is going to cost us, is not the answer.

So I am supporting this motion to in-
struct conferees that can resolve the
difference in effective dates and phase-
in amounts in a way that takes into
account fiscal responsibility. Yes, we
should give marriage tax penalty re-
lief. I want to do that. But I want to
balance it, that the relief goes to low-
income and middle-income, and I want
those families who come to me and say,
my children need special services in
their schools, they need a mental
health counselor, a school counselor, a
nurse, they need not be like Kip
Kinkel, who killed his parents; who,
when was in his classroom in Seattle,
was crying out. He was using profane
words, and rather than getting him
mental health services or special needs
services, he was sent to the principal
for using bad language. I understand
that, because there was no resources
that he could access. What a tragedy.
School violence is built up a lot around
the turmoil of our children.

So I would hope that we take this op-
portunity not to accuse those of us who
support this motion to instruct con-
ferees as being against giving the mar-
riage tax penalty relief. I believe this
is the right direction to go.

Mr. ARCHER. I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me just point out
what this motion to recommit does. It
is very simple. One, it says maximize
relief to low- and middle-income peo-
ple. It does not says 100 percent, exclu-
sive, it says to maximize.

Second, it says minimize the relief to
those achieving a bonus. It does not
say zero or no relief, it says give the
relief to those who had the penalty.

Third, it says be fiscally responsible.
Mr. Speaker, there is a chance for us

to work in a bipartisan way. I would
urge my colleagues to accept this mo-
tion to instruct so the conferees can
work in a bipartisan way, bring a bill
out that can pass this body and the
other body and be signed by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to instruct.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to instruct
offered by the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fol-
lowing this 15-minute vote on the mo-
tion to instruct, proceedings will re-
sume on H.R. 4866, a motion to suspend
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered, as a 5-minute vote.

We will have a 17-minute vote on the
motion to instruct, followed by a 5-
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 203, nays
222, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 408]

YEAS—203

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capps
Capuano

Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley

Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
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Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez

Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NAYS—222

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart

Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook

Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn

Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg

Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry

Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Boswell
Brown (OH)
Campbell

Horn
McCollum
McIntosh

Porter
Smith (WA)
Vento
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Messrs. EWING, BONILLA,
TANCREDO and GOODLATTE changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay’’.

Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. RUSH and Mrs. MCCARTHY
of New York changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea’’.

So the motion to instruct was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:

Messrs. ARCHER, ARMEY and RAN-
GEL.

There was no objection.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for electronic voting on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules.

f

DEBT RELIEF RECONCILIATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 4866, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4866, as amended, on
which the yeas and nays are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 1,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 409]

YEAS—422

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer

Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci

Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge

Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos

Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
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Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows

Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt

Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—1

Nadler

NOT VOTING—11

Boswell
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Gordon

Horn
McCollum
McDermott
McIntosh

Murtha
Smith (WA)
Vento

b 1821

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained on official business and
was unable to vote. I would have voted in
favor of the motion to instruct conferees on
H.R. 4810 (rollcall No. 408). I would have
voted in favor of H.R. 4866 (rollcall No. 409).

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, because of ill-
ness in the family, I was necessarily absent on
the following votes and had I been present I
would have voted in the following manner:
Rollcall No. 405—NAY on H.J. Res. 103; Roll-
call No. 406—YEA on H.R. 3113; Rollcall No.
407—YEA on H.R. 4517; Rollcall No. 408—
YEA on Motion to Instruct Conferees on H.R.
4810; and Rollcall No. 409—YEA on H.R.
4866.

f

PERIODIC REPORT ON NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
TALIBAN IN AFGHANISTAN—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 106-268)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) laid before the House the fol-

lowing message from the President of
the United States; which was read and,
together with the accompanying pa-
pers, without objection, referred to the
Committee on International Relations
and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
As required by section 401(c) of the

National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C.
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I trans-
mit herewith a 6-month periodic report
on the national emergency with re-
spect to the Taliban (Afghanistan) that
was declared in Executive Order 13129
of July 4, 1999.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 17, 2000.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

CORPS OF ENGINEERS REFORM
ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KIND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, today, I,
along with the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER) and the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN),
introduced the Corps of Engineers Re-
form Act of 2000.

The purpose of this legislation is to
reform the project review and author-
ization procedures at the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers and let the sun
shine in through greater civilian over-
sight of Corps projects. Through this
legislation we hope to persuade our fel-
low Members of Congress to act this
session to clarify the mission of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and to
restore the public’s severely eroded
trust in the Corps.

The Corps of Engineers is the pri-
mary Federal agency responsible for
construction and maintenance of our
Nation’s water resources infrastruc-
ture. The Corps’ civil works mission is
large and vital, with projects in the
areas of flood protection, navigation,
irrigation, hydropower and recreation.
In recent years, the Corps has assumed
a more significant role in the areas of
environmental protection and restora-
tion.

Despite its historic reputation for
professionalism and integrity, the
Corps is at present an embattled agen-
cy. Over the past 6 months, the Corps
has come under intense fire because of
alleged improprieties in connection
with its multiyear, $50 million Upper
Mississippi River-Illinois waterway
system navigation study. Earlier this
year, Congress also learned of efforts
by top Corps officials to increase the
Corps’ civil works budget from its cur-

rent level of $4 billion a year to over $6
billion by 2005.

Reports about the Corps’ attempts to
push through projects that lack a
sound economic justification or that
contain inadequate environmental pro-
visions point to the breakdowns in the
Corps’ process for planning and approv-
ing water resources projects. This bill
attempts to fix that problem, and with
these reforms to lift the cloud of dis-
trust and suspicion that currently
hangs over the Corps of Engineers.

Last year, the National Research
Council of the National Academy of
Sciences published a report entitled
New Directions in Water Resources
Planning for the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. This study was the product
of 2 years of careful input and analysis
by leading economists, engineers, envi-
ronmental scientists, and water re-
source planners, including former high-
level Corps of Engineers officials. The
bill we introduced today builds on
many of the key recommendations con-
tained in the study.

Specifically, it clarifies congres-
sional intent with respect to the Corps’
broad mission in water resources plan-
ning. The bill states that, and I quote,
‘‘It is the intent of Congress that eco-
nomic development and the environ-
mental protection and restoration be
coequal goals of water resources plan-
ning and development.’’

The bill creates new advisory and re-
view procedures through the establish-
ment of an environmental advisory
board, an independent review panel,
and a stakeholder advisory group.

The legislation also calls for the on-
going monitoring of the economic and
environmental results of all Corps
projects exceeding $25 million. The pur-
pose of this monitoring program is to
establish the baseline data needed to
evaluate current and future Corps
projects and to ensure that all Corps
projects meet high standards of fiscal
responsibility.

Finally, the bill seeks to ensure that
environmental damages caused by
projects are fully mitigated. Under this
legislation, the Corps would also be re-
quired to mitigate damages to wildlife
on a one-to-one basis.

The overarching purpose of this legis-
lation, Mr. Speaker, is to restore trust
and confidence in the Army Corps of
Engineers and to enable the Corps to
get on with its important work on our
Nation’s rivers, lakes, coastlines and
harbors. The best way to achieve this
goal is to increase the level of trans-
parency, and through transparency cre-
ate greater accountability in the
Corps’ planning process, and to estab-
lish guidelines that strike a genuine
balance between economic develop-
ment and other social and environ-
mental priorities.

In closing, I would urge my col-
leagues on the House Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure to
work to build significant reforms into
this year’s reauthorization of the
Water Resources and Development Act.
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I would like to thank the efforts of key
environmental and taxpayer groups,
such as American Rivers and Tax-
payers for Common Sense for their sup-
port and interest in Corps reform.

Finally, I would invite other inter-
ested groups and citizens across the
Nation to join in this effort to bring
fiscal responsibility and environmental
accountability to the Corps of Engi-
neers.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRADY of Texas). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. METCALF) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. METCALF addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

TRIBUTE TO COAST GUARD
AUXILIARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to pay special
tribute to the men and women of the
first southern district of the United
States Coast Guard Auxiliary.

b 1830

This all-volunteer Auxiliary played a
major role in the recent July 4th fes-
tivities in the New York Harbor, which
was celebrated during the Inter-
national Naval Review and Military
Salute Week.

These selfless civilian volunteers,
many of whom live in my district, pro-
vided a safe boating atmosphere for the
more than 30,000 boats that occupied
New York Harbor for the festivities.

Out of the 193 Coast Guard vessels in
New York Harbor, 65 are from the First
Southern District of the Auxiliary.
These volunteers, well over 500 strong,
worked hard to maintain security
zones and to provide direct assistance
and support to the Coast Guard.

Because of the dedication of these in-
dividuals and active Coast Guard mem-
bers, no problems or catastrophes oc-
curred during this incredibly busy time
in New York Harbor.

In fact, the dedication of the mem-
bers of the First Southern freed active
Coast Guard personnel to perform nec-
essary life-saving search-and-rescues
during Military Salute Week.

These volunteers were a critical part
of an Independence Day celebration
that I am sure will always be remem-
bered by New Yorkers.

I salute my constituents and all of
the men and women of the First South-
ern District and the active Coast Guard
for a job well done.

f

REVISIONS TO ALLOCATION FOR
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPRO-
PRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to Sec.
314 of the Congressional Budget Act, I hereby
submit for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD revisions to the allocations for the
House Committee on Appropriations. For fiscal
year 2000, the allocation established by H.
Con. Res. 290, as adjusted, is increased to re-
flect $1,779,000,000 in additional new budget
authority and $0 in additional outlays. This will
change the fiscal year 2000 allocation to the
House Committee on Appropriations to
$588,253,000,000 in budget authority and
$614,029,000,000 in outlays. Budgetary ag-
gregates will increase to $1,484,852,000,000
in budget authority and $1,455,479,000,000 in
outlays.

Outlays from that additional budget authority
occur in fiscal year 2001. The allocation for
the House Committee on Appropriations print-
ed in House Report 106–729 is therefore in-
creased to reflect $1,273,000,000 in additional
outlays. This will establish a fiscal year 2001
allocation to the House Committee on Appro-
priations of $601,208,000,000 in budget au-
thority and $632,312,000,000 in outlays. Budg-
etary aggregates become $1,529,413,000,000
in budget authority and $1,501,533,000,000 in
outlays.

As reported to the House, House Report
106–754, the conference report to accompany
the bill making fiscal year 2001 appropriations
for the Department of Defense, includes
$1,779,000,000 in fiscal year 2000 budget au-
thority for emergencies. Outlays flowing from
that budget authority are $41,273,000,000 in
fiscal year 2001.

Questions may be directed to Dan Kowalski
or Jim Bates at 67270.

f

IN HONOR OF FOUR AFRICAN-
AMERICAN WOMEN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this evening to honor and cele-
brate four African-American women.

I would like to begin with the memo-
riam for Jean Ford Clayton. Jean Ford
Clayton, a retired Cleveland police de-
tective, died on July 8 at her home in
University Heights, Ohio. Mrs. Clayton
was an exemplary police officer who is
credited with leveling the playing field
for other female detectives with their
male counterparts.

In 1972, women who joined the police
force were automatically assigned to
the Women’s Bureau and limited to
handling cases involving neglected and
abused children, juvenile delinquency
and rape.

Mrs. Clayton challenged this policy
by filing charges of sex discrimination
against the Cleveland Police Depart-
ment with the Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission.

As a result of Mrs. Clayton’s lawsuit,
the doors of opportunity were opened
to all female police officers in roles
traditionally reserved for men. Her te-
nacity and perseverance helped to
change the face of law enforcement lo-
cally and nationally.

After retiring from the Cleveland Po-
lice Department, Mrs. Clayton contin-
ued her community involvement by
working with juveniles and as a chief
investigator for the Cleveland Job
Corps Center.

In addition to her second career, Mrs.
Clayton worked for 22 years as a coun-
selor with the National Football
League’s Youth Development Camp.

She is survived by her husband of 54
years, Eddie Clayton, two daughters,
one son, and 16 grandchildren. Her son
is deceased, and she is survived by 16
grandchildren.

On a personal note, I would like to
say it was through the support of Jean
Clayton that I was able to serve well as
both a judge and a prosecutor in Cuya-
hoga County, Ohio.

The second woman I would like to
honor is living. Her name is Bishop
Vashti McKenzie.

After 213 years, the African Meth-
odist Episcopal Church has finally se-
lected a woman for the position of
Bishop, Rev. Dr. Vashti McKenzie was
elected Bishop at the A.M.E. General
Conference in Cincinnati on July 11,
2000.

She is a pastor of the 1,700 member
Payne Memorial A.M.E. Church in Bal-
timore. Dr. McKenzie is an Ordained
Itinerant Elder in African Methodist
Episcopal Church and the Pastor of
Payne Memorial A.M.E. Church in Bal-
timore City.

The 101-year-old historic congrega-
tion has tripled in membership since
her arrival. Under her leadership, there
are 15 new ministries designed to en-
hance, enrich, inspire and meet critical
needs of the community.

She is the wife of Stan McKenzie,
former star in the National Basketball
Association; and they have three chil-
dren, Jon-Mikael, Vashti-Jasmine, and
Joi-Marie.

In the November 1993 issue of Ebony
Magazine, she was selected for the
Honor Roll of Great African-American
Preachers. She was selected after a poll
of national, civic, social, religious and
academic leaders. Her ‘‘Ministry of
Equality and Hope’’ was featured in
1999 in Ebony Magazine. She is charac-
terized as an electrifying speaker in an
issue of Jet; is a graduate of the Uni-
versity of Maryland, College Park;
holds a Master of Divinity Degree from
Howard University. She earned a Doc-
tor of Ministry Degree from United
Theological Seminary in Dayton, Ohio.

She is a member of several service
organizations. One of them, Delta
Sigma Theta Sorority is my sorority.
She is the granddaughter and name-
sake of one of the founders of Delta
Sigma Theta, the late Vashti Turley
Murphy. She serves as the spiritual
leader of more than 175,000 college-
trained women as the national chap-
lain. She has traveled considerably and
continues to do so across the United
States.

As one of the newest bishops in the
A.M.E. Church, Bishop McKenzie will
be presiding over the 18th Episcopal
District, which includes portions of
Southern Africa.
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The last two young women that I

would like to celebrate today, Mr.
Speaker, are Serina and Venus Wil-
liams, the winners of Wimbledon,
Venus as the singles winner and Serina
and Venus as the doubles winner.

What better role models could we
have for young women throughout this
country than to see these two fantastic
young women who have been successful
in the tennis arena?

I am very proud to be able to stand
today, Mr. Speaker, to celebrate four
strong African-American women.

f

IN HONOR OF OFFICER JOHN
KELLY, STATEN ISLAND POLICE
DEPARTMENT
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. FOSSELLA)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, John
Kelly was a young man, 31 years old,
who grew up in the Oakwood section of
Staten Island, attended high school
there, was a parishioner at Lady Star
of the Sea in Huguenot, had a wonder-
ful wife, also a police officer with the
New York City Police Department.

John, after graduating, fulfilled his
desire like so many of his family mem-
bers, his brothers Thomas, James and
Daniel, as well as other family mem-
bers, to go become a New York City po-
lice officer.

He did that for 81⁄2 years. He had two
beautiful children, a 2-year-old and a 9-
month-old. He had his whole life ahead
of him, until yesterday. This decorated
New York City police officer was killed
while he was doing his job protecting
the people of New York City and spe-
cifically the people of Staten Island.

He is the third police officer to die in
the last 3 years in Staten Island alone,
adding to the list of hundreds of others
who have given their life for their
country and for the community.

So now a 2-year-old and a 9-month-
old grow up without a father. Patricia,
with our prayers, along with her fam-
ily, will live on.

John’s mother, Margaret, as well as
his brothers Michael, Robert and Pat-
rick, hopefully will find some comfort
and solace from the other people of our
community knowing that Officer John
Kelly, a decorated officer with four
commendations during his career, who
went above and beyond the call of duty
for the people he loved so much, the
community he loved so much, as well
as for the job he took so much pride in
performing day in and day out. His
partners and everyone who worked
with him on Staten Island have noth-
ing but praise for him.

I just thought it was appropriate that
from time to time while others, like
cats on mice, jump to disparage what
good police officers do throughout our
Nation, that we understand and pause
for just a moment to remember that
people like John Kelly, just 31 years
old, gave his life for the very reason
that he took the oath to be a New York
City police officer.

So if anything comes out of this, I
just would hope that the people of this
Nation remember the Kelly family in
their prayers. We wish, on behalf of the
people of Staten Island, that they find
some comfort in knowing that John
Kelly died a hero.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. Pallone)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

NUCLEAR FUEL RELIABILITY ACT
OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this evening to inform the House
that I am introducing a major piece of
legislation which would make it pos-
sible for this Government to once again
assume the ownership of the nuclear
fuel production industry in this coun-
try. The act is entitled the Nuclear
Fuel Reliability Act of 2000.

Why is this legislation necessary? I
think it is important for this House to
understand that approximately 2 years
ago actions were taken that for the
first time privatized the industry
which is responsible for enriching ura-
nium in this country.

What that means, in practical terms,
is that the industry that is responsible
for producing approximately 20 percent
of all of the electricity that is gen-
erated in this country has been placed
in private hands.

Now, that may not be so bad if the
company that became the owner of this
industry had acted responsibly and had
kept faith with this Government once
privatization had occurred.

One of the obligations placed upon
the private company was to operate
the two enrichment plants which exist
in this country today, one in Paducah,
Kentucky, and one in Piketon, Ohio, to
operate those plants through the year
2004. Recently, the company has made
the decision to close the Piketon, Ohio,
plant in June of next year.

Who has benefited from privatiza-
tion, Mr. Speaker? I think the only
ones who have benefited from privat-
ization are those select few individuals
who oversaw the privatization process
and have enriched themselves. And I
am speaking specifically of the CEO of
that private corporation, Mr. Nick
Timbers.

As I have said before, as a Govern-
ment employee, his salary was approxi-
mately $350,000, which is a respectable
income. He was given permission to
oversee privatization, to make rec-
ommendations, to advocate; and he did
those things and he did so in a way
that enriched himself.

As the CEO of the now private cor-
poration, his salary is somewhere in

the vicinity of $2.48 million; and he has
a golden parachute of $3.6 million.

What has been the result? Who has
benefited other than Mr. Timbers and a
select few of Wall Streeters? Well, I
will tell my colleagues who has not
benefited. Have the investors bene-
fited? Absolutely not.

At the point of privatization, the
stock of the company was worth ap-
proximately $14.50 a share. It is now
hovering around $4 a share. So the in-
vestors have not benefited.

Has the Government benefited? Abso-
lutely not. We find ourselves, as a gov-
ernment, facing a situation where we
may become dependent on foreign
sources for up to 23 percent of all of the
electricity that is generated in this
country.

Have the communities where these
plants are located benefited? Abso-
lutely not. My community is being ab-
solutely annihilated as workers who
have spent 25 and 30 years of their lives
working in the service of this country
are being summarily discharged and
dismissed.

I am terribly troubled by the actions
of this corporation. I am terribly trou-
bled as a result of the process that led
to privatization. I think it was a proc-
ess that was corrupted, it was a process
that enabled individuals to benefit
themselves, to enrich themselves per-
sonally at great expense to the well-
being of this Nation and to our local
communities and to the investors.

b 1845

That is why I have asked for an in-
vestigation of these matters. That is
why I look forward this fall to the
Commerce Committee’s hearings into
these matters, because I think they
will bring many things to light that
the American people need and deserve
to know.

And so as I introduce my bill this
evening, it is my hope that multiple
Members of this House will see fit to
join me in supporting this legislation.
It is the right thing to do for our coun-
try.

f

VICTIM OF ‘‘DRIVE-BY’’ POLITICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BRADY of Texas). Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today I was talking to a gentleman
from Common Cause. I had called him
in regard to a statement that they sent
out asking all Congressmen to sign the
statement. One of the points on the
statement that they were asking us to
sign on to was a commitment to vote
for any ban on soft money, banning all
soft money going to political organiza-
tions coming from corporations, com-
ing from unions, coming from wealthy
individuals.

We got to talking about this. I had
called them and asked them to give me
their thoughts on this because, of
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course, this kind of thing happens
often, the kind of thing that they are
trying to deal with; and they explained
that for a long time there had been a
relatively effective ban on the kind of
money coming into politics that has a
corrupting influence. They use the
words ‘‘corrupting influence.’’ It start-
ed with the Teddy Roosevelt era. But
that interestingly in 1992, the Clinton
campaign found a way around it and
found a way that they could use soft
money in the creation of ads attacking
their opponents but doing so sort of in
a way that separated them from the ad
itself. They could set up these dummy
little organizations and run ads that
were not part of the campaign, and
they could use soft money to fund it.
So all of a sudden they found this loop-
hole. Now everybody is doing it, essen-
tially. Once they found out how to do
it, both parties use it and certainly
many, many organizations use it.

Members know the kind of ad that I
am talking about. Many people have
seen these ads run, where the group
comes on, they usually have some
name you have never heard of and they
will say something like, gee whiz, isn’t
it horrible that certain Congressmen
would do X, Y or Z. Why don’t you call
them and ask them why they did such
a terrible thing.

Now, Common Cause says that this
kind of thing has a corrupting influ-
ence on the system, and that is why
they would like to try to stop it. They
want to try to stop these thinly veiled
partisan attacks called issue ads if
they could. At least they want to stop
the funding that goes into them. They
say, as I said, that there is a corrupting
influence on the system as a result of
it.

I would like to give Members a real-
life experience that will point out how
corrupt organizations can, in fact, help
corrupt the system by making Ameri-
cans even more cynical. I refer back to
a situation that occurred on the floor
of this House during the debate on the
VA-HUD appropriations act.

There was an amendment to that act
offered by the gentleman from New
York (Mr. HINCHEY). The amendment
struck certain language in the original
bill, actually committee language. The
committee language was not manda-
tory. The committee language simply
was urging EPA to do or not do two
things, two or three things. It had no
force beyond just saying we urge the
EPA. It did not take any money away
from the EPA if they did it. It was a
sense of the committee that they
should not do whatever they were plan-
ning on doing.

In this case they were saying, please
don’t force water companies through-
out the United States to go through
the expense of trying to find a stand-
ard, a purer standard for water, espe-
cially with the elimination of arsenic
from the water, until you set the
standard. Tell us what the standard
will be. Then of course these companies
can try to meet it. But if you do not

set the standard right away, you will
have companies spending all the money
getting to a certain point, and that
point might not be the one that you
eventually determine to be correct. So
set the standard. And, by the way, you
are suggesting that the standard be 5
parts per billion, EPA, and that makes
absolutely no sense; there is no sci-
entific evidence to support that that is
the kind of standard we should have, so
please look at that.

It also said, by the way, we should
not dredge the Hudson River, as you
are planning on doing, because when
you dredge, the committee said, you
stir up the sediments and in fact you
put a lot of carcinogenic material into
the water supply. So we strongly urge
you not to do that.

That was the committee language.
The amendment that came to this floor
struck that. It would have essentially
said, go ahead to the EPA, set the
standard at 5, or at least wait as long
as you want to do it and go ahead and
dredge. So a vote against that amend-
ment was a vote essentially, especially
when you talk about sediments, it was
certainly a vote for clean water.

I think, by the way, 216 Members of
this House voted against the amend-
ment and prevailed. They were in the
majority. I was one that voted against
the amendment. Shortly thereafter,
the Sierra Club began to run ads in my
district against me, essentially saying
that I was for dirty water. This is the
kind of corrupting influence, saying
something like that which is, by the
way, libelous. It is not just wrong, it is
libelous. But they did it, and this is the
kind of thing that Common Cause is
talking about, and this is the kind of
thing that should be stopped.

f

QUESTIONS REGARDING
REPUBLICAN TAX BILLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EDWARDS) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most important issues facing Con-
gress this year is how we should ad-
dress the use of the surplus, the pro-
jected surplus this year and in the
years ahead. The purpose of tonight’s
special order is to address three ques-
tions regarding the Republican tax
bills proposed as a response to the pro-
jected or possible surplus.

The first question we want to address
is, are the Republican tax bills fiscally
responsible? The second question we
want to address is, are the Republican
tax cuts proposed in the House this
year fair to average working families?
The third question we want to address
is, what major national priorities if
any do the proposed and House-passed
Republican tax cuts crowd out, other
high national priorities?

Mr. Speaker, let me say that over the
last several months, I have heard a lot

of speeches about values. It is good
that we discuss values. Values are an
important part of who we are as an
American Nation and as American in-
dividuals and families. But I would sug-
gest that as Members of the House,
how we vote on the question of spend-
ing the people’s money says more
about our values as Members of Con-
gress than all the political speeches in
the world.

Let us go back to the first question
we want to address this evening. Are
the Republican tax bills fiscally re-
sponsible? I would suggest the answer
to that question is no. First, let us
look at the cost of those tax cuts that
have passed the House. Because of the
strategy of divvying up the pieces of
the pie, a lot of Americans and Mem-
bers of Congress have not really put to-
gether those pieces to figure out what
the true total cost is of just the tax
cuts proposed and passed in the House
this very year alone. The answer to
that question is those total $573 billion
over 10 years.

Now, Mr. Speaker, if we include the
additional interest cost as a result of
those tax cuts, the House has already
passed a series of tax cuts that almost
total the total amount of the massive
tax cut passed in the House last year
that the American people rejected
overwhelmingly as being irresponsible
at a time when Americans felt we
should pay down the national debt.

Let me make several key points
about the question of fiscal responsi-
bility. Some say that we ought to pass
these massive tax cuts because this is
the people’s money and they have
earned it, they are paying it, they
should get it back. I would agree with
that point. There is some credence to
that point except for one clear,
undebatable fact, the fact that we have
a $5.6 trillion national debt. That is not
just some sort of vague number that
most of us cannot relate to because, in
fact, the average family in America
pays about $1,000 per man, woman and
child in interest payments on that na-
tional debt. That interest payment,
paid for by our taxes, does not educate
one college student, it does not help
train one Army soldier, it just is pay-
ing off the interest on past national
debt.

So I would suggest it is fiscally irre-
sponsible most clearly to pass these
massive tax cuts based on projected fu-
ture possible surpluses because we
ought to be paying down the $5.6 tril-
lion national debt that is soaking away
money from taxpayers and other high
national priorities.

The second point about fiscal respon-
sibility I want to make is this: all of
these projections, including the most
recent Congressional Budget Office
projections, are just that. They are
projections. I often hear from my col-
leagues, and I think it is good advice,
we ought to run the government like a
business. We do not often do that. I
would suggest that if a business in any
district in this country were to say, we
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project our revenues and profits over
the next 10 years to be an extra couple
of trillion dollars, and therefore we
ought to go out and spend money right
and left, give our stockholders divi-
dends, give massive salary increases to
our employees and our executives
based on nothing more than hopeful
projections for 10 years, I would sug-
gest that company would be bankrupt
very, very quickly. Clearly, a business
cannot go out and say, These are our
projected revenues for 10 years; there-
fore, let’s spend all that money, either
in new spending programs or in the tax
cuts proposed and passed in the House
by our Republican colleagues.

I would like to ask whether there is
any Member of this House that would
be willing to bet his or her net worth
on any economist’s projection for the
next 10 years. What we have learned is
that the projections over the last 10
months have been off to the tune of
possibly trillions of dollars; and to in-
vest, to bet, to gamble our children and
grandchildren’s future that econo-
mists’ projections of Federal tax reve-
nues over the next 10 years are going to
be exactly correct is just that, it is a
gamble and it is an unfair gamble at
the risk of our children and grand-
children’s future.

Mrs. THURMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. I am glad to yield to
the gentlewoman from Florida who has
been a real leader on the Committee on
Ways and Means in discussing the tax
issue this year in Congress.

Mrs. THURMAN. Focusing in on just
that issue here for a moment, and I
hate to break your steam here because
you are doing a great job.

Mr. EDWARDS. I appreciate the gen-
tlewoman’s involvement.

Mrs. THURMAN. We have also of-
fered on this floor similarly to what we
offered and was passed on the CARA
bill, which was the conservation issue,
that nothing would be spent until we
could and made sure that Social Secu-
rity and Medicare were preserved. And
any one of the other instructions that
we have offered since that on every
issue except for the tax issues, we can-
not get that guarantee. Based on this
assumption that there will be a sur-
plus, there could be a surplus, there
might be a surplus, and yes, it looks
good for the country but we are still
working off of assumptions, it would
seem to me that the pressure should be
put on Republicans to make sure that
in fact we do guard against those issues
that we all feel are very important and,
that is, Medicare and Social Security.
When those have been offered, they
have been turned down, particularly on
the tax issue. I do not understand that.

Mr. EDWARDS. Certainly no busi-
ness would be able to make that kind
of hopeful projection and say we will
commit our company’s resources for
the next 10 years to a massive extent of
expenditures or extra dividends to
stockholders based on perhaps a very
optimistic assumption, in fact what I

think is an unrealistic assumption in
this case, about the Nation’s economy
over the next 10 years.

But I think the gentlewoman is cor-
rect. I do not recall one bill coming out
of the Committee on Ways and Means
on which she serves that has come to
the floor that has said, now, these tax
cuts are contingent upon every as-
sumption in these grandiose 10-year
projections coming true. The fact is
the way they have passed these, we
could have, for example, an economic
crisis, we could have a military crisis
throughout the world that could
dampen a 10-year projection of a 2.7
percent increase over the next 10 years
in our economy, projecting no reces-
sion for a longer period of time than
has ever occurred in this country with-
out a recession. They do not have any
qualifiers saying, we will qualify those
tax cuts based on what happens to the
economy.
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To me, that is the kind of thinking
that got us in the 1980s into what is
today a $5.6 trillion national debt.

Mrs. THURMAN. If the gentleman
would yield, not looking at what poten-
tial emergencies we could hit in this
country. We have continued to pass
over the last couple of years emergency
spending, which continues to kind of
eat into some of these surpluses as we
know them.

Mr. Speaker, we do not know what
emergencies might be ahead of us, and
we are not making any provisions for
the kind of rainy day that could poten-
tially happen in this country.

Mr. EDWARDS. In fact, to comment
on that, I thought one of the
shortfallings of the Republican tax bill
last year, that the American people so
overwhelmingly rejected, was that it
assumed there would be no national
emergency over 10 years.

I cannot recall in a 10-year period
where we have gone without having a
tornado, without having a drought for
our farmers and ranchers. In fact, with-
in days before the ink was dry on pass-
ing that legislation through the House,
the very same people who said there
would not be emergencies for 10 years,
voted in favor of expending, I think, $10
billion to $15 billion, perhaps more in
emergency spending just for that one
year. And yet their assumption as-
sumed there would be no emergency
spending over 10 years.

Mrs. THURMAN. That is correct.
Mr. EDWARDS. I think what we are

saying is this is an economic sand cas-
tle built on a foundation of sand; and it
would be much more prudent in busi-
ness and in government to be very cau-
tious, whether it is new spending pro-
grams or whether it is tax reductions,
to not commit that expenditure of dol-
lars up front, not knowing whether 10
years of projections would be true.

I would like to ask the Member, the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN), if the gentlewoman recalls any
major national economist predicting

that oil prices were going to double
over the last several months.

Mrs. THURMAN. No. No. And therein
itself is a perfect issue as it comes to
the defense issue, because now we are
wondering how we are going to con-
tinue to keep things rolling and not
have some kind of an emergency on
funding because of the gas price issue
that we are dealing with.

Mr. Greenspan and others have been
before our committee several times
over the last couple of years and never
once was it mentioned that we poten-
tially would have the prices of gas go
up as they have. Hopefully, they are
coming down; but, in fact, they have
gone up. No, it is a serious problem.

Mr. EDWARDS. I think, Mr. Speaker,
our point is that we live in an uncer-
tain world. We are not here to belittle
economists and their role in our soci-
ety; but we are here to say that it is
truly unrealistic, and it is frankly dis-
ingenuous to suggest to the American
people that these economic projections
are absolutely going to be correct.

Again, I would like to see which
Member of this House, of either party,
would be willing to bet his or her fam-
ily’s net worth on the assumption that
these 10-year projections will be within
1 percent or even 10 percent or 20 per-
cent correct, and I came here in Janu-
ary of 1991. I know that not even the
best predictions of our military intel-
ligence community could have pre-
dicted a few years earlier that Saddam
Hussein would invade the country of
Kuwait. So the point is we live in an
uncertain world, and to pass certain
massive tax cuts based on an uncertain
world with inexact, inexact science of
economic 10-year projections really is a
prescription for returning to the old
politics of the 1980s for which our chil-
dren and grandchildren will have to
pay a very significant price.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, one
of the things that does concern me in
all of this, too, is the way that some-
what it has been crafted. It is very easy
to go home and say we are only going
to spend $55 billion on the marriage tax
penalty, and they think that is reason-
able. Quite frankly, it sounds reason-
able.

But then when we start looking at
the 10-year projections; we are talking
about $248 billion. And the exact same
thing happens with estate tax or death
tax. It starts off with a moderately low
number, and I can go home and I can
say well, you know, this is only going
to cost us $28 billion over the next 5
years, but in the 10-year costs, it is $105
billion; and that is when it goes into
full effect. And then it can be as high
as $750 billion, which is by all accounts
the surplus. That gives us nothing for
Medicare, nothing for shoring up Social
Security, nothing for debt reduction,
and many of the assumptions that we
make to make this country continue to
move ahead as it has been is to buy
down the debt so we can get rid of the
interest payments so that we have dol-
lars available to us.
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Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman

from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) some say we
might look a little conspicuous up
there that we might be against tax re-
lief to the American people. In 1997 we
had a wonderful bipartisan, huge fight,
we had big fights on the floor, and I do
not even know that it got sent to the
President, I think it got worked out be-
fore it went to the President; but the
fact of the matter is we all voted. And
my guess is that the gentleman voted
for it, too; we did a reduction in capital
gains.

We gave student interest loans. We
did the mortgage interest so that any-
body that had a home every 2 years
would have no capital gains for a
$250,000 to a $500,000 home. I do not
have a lot of those in my district, but
we said, look, we need to give back
some of this. We need to make sure,
but the difference was we also gave
through the earned income tax credit a
little bump, and we did some things
that spread the cost of these tax cuts
to not only the wealthy, but to the
middle and to the poor.

If we are going to be fiscally respon-
sible, and we have asked people since
the 1980s to help us dig ourselves out of
this, the very least we could be doing is
giving back to the entire population
and, in these cases, is not limited.

Mr. EDWARDS. In fact, I hope we
can speak in just a few moments about
the question of are the proposed Repub-
lican tax cuts in the House this year
fair to average working families; and
maybe I can conclude on the first ques-
tion that we want to address tonight,
and perhaps the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) would want to
respond and discuss also the issue of
the fiscal responsibility of this as well
as get us into the question of are the
Republican tax cuts fair to average
working families or not.

I want to conclude by saying this: the
1997 tax reconciliation bill not only had
tax cuts that benefited a wide range of
American families of all income levels,
but it also had spending cuts. Many of
those tax cuts were paid for. I have not
seen pay-fors for the Republican tax
cuts that have passed the House this
year. The pay-fors are a hope and a
wish, a hope and a wish that some
economist who we do not know his or
her projection is going to be correct for
the next 10 years. If they are wrong,
our grandchildren, our children are
going to pay a dear price.

Mrs. THURMAN. Is it not true that
one of the ways that we have dug our-
selves out of this debt so we do have or
at least get to have a conversation
about surpluses and debt reduction is
because of the rules of the House as
pay-as-we-go, both on spending and on
tax limitations? I mean, it is a pay-as-
we-go; and to the public that means
that if we decide we are going to do
something, just kind of like in your
own family, if we are going to buy that
car for your child who is going to go off
to college, then over here we have to
limit what we are buying over here, so
that we can pay for it.

I mean, that is how I have always un-
derstood it. And, of course, I was not
here when all the pay-fors and as-fors
came into contact, but it certainly has
been something that when we are doing
fiscal responsibility that if we really
believe that that is how we got in the
position of being able to even talk
about tax reduction that we did it
through fiscal responsibility.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Dakota.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to participate in this discussion and
commend both my colleagues for basi-
cally stepping back and looking in a
broader context at what has been tak-
ing place here on the floor week in and
week out. It really is a time to see if
we cannot really see the forest for the
trees, because I think that we are right
in the middle of accumulating a record
that is horribly irresponsible at a time
of such wonderful opportunity for the
American people.

We have through dint of fiscal dis-
cipline in Congress, and the wonderful
innovation and hard work and produc-
tivity of the American people, worked
ourselves out of deficits that were
threatening the future of this country.
We now stand with surpluses running
and projected in dollar amounts never
seen before. We have the opportunity
at this point in our Nation’s history to
eliminate debt held by the public.

I guess if there is one thing that any
family would want to pass to its chil-
dren is better opportunities than they
found them. I know that was certainly
my parents’ burning commitment to us
as children. By golly, I feel the same
thing about my little ones. How about
collectively we do that for the next
generation to follow and leave this
country with no debt held by the pub-
lic? As we move into retirement, all of
these baby boomers, we do not entirely
know what is going to happen, but we
do know if the country does not have
any debt we are in a darn sight better
position to deal with whatever may
come than we can carry on those tril-
lions.

Mr. EDWARDS. If I can respond, I
know the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. POMEROY) has small children.
I have a 3-year-old and a 4-year-old,
both sons. I can think of a few things
that I would like to pass along to them
as one Member of this House and to say
to their generation, we are going to
take a Nation that was $5 trillion to $6
trillion of national debt and pass on to
your generation a debt-free country.

When we talk about tax cuts today,
it does not take a lot of courage to
take our grandchildren’s credit card
and with that credit card charge multi-
trillion dollar-tax cuts, most of which
will go to the wealthiest families in
America.

I have a problem with the child or
grandchild of an average working fam-
ily having to take their credit card
from their generation to give Bill

Gates a tax cut, as has passed the
House this year. I think that is unfair.

Going back to the comments of the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN) minute ago, it is the pay-for phi-
losophy and rules of the Congress that
have gotten out of this terrible hole
where we are mortgaging our children’s
futures of the 1980s before we came to
the House.

It is the free-lunch bunch mentality
of tax cuts do not cost anybody any-
thing and let us not offset tax cuts
with spending cuts. It is that free-
lunch bunch mentality that got us is in
trouble in the 1980s. Just as we are
climbing out of that horrible hole,
what a horrible mistake for our chil-
dren and grandchildren it would be to
take that free-lunch mentality and go
back and add up the national debt,
rather than pay off the national debt.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, one thing that
surprises me about all of this is the
American people have evaluated the
proposition of a gargantuan tax cut
going primarily to the wealthiest fami-
lies and crowding out other priorities.
They rejected it. One year ago, just be-
fore heading off on that August recess,
we voted on this $700 billion-plus tax
cut advanced by the majority.

We were told they were going to go
home and sell this to the American
people. And when the President vetoed
it, the first thing we would do in Sep-
tember is override that veto, and those
who had voted against that tax cut
would be bludgeoned into supporting it
by their outraged constituents because
it was going to be so popular. Guess
what?

The American people took a look at
it. They said that is irresponsible. It is
not fair. It is not the time, and it does
not reflect our priorities as a country.
Forget about it. And that bill, the only
one I can remember every vetoed was
not brought back for even an override.
In the 4 terms I served in Congress, I
cannot remember an instance where
they did not at least even try, but this
thing did not work.

Mr. Speaker, 1 year later, what is the
majority doing? It is pretty crass real-
ly, taking it in bites, the whole pack-
age was rejected. So we will pass it
chapter at a time as a stand-alone bill.
How dumb do they think the American
people are? I will tell my colleagues
something. I do not think they are
dumb at all.

I think they are the same responsible
folks that rejected that gargantuan, ir-
responsible proposal of a year ago, and
they will this time when they see it in
its full context.

Many of us might have had the situa-
tion of resisting the temptation of a
large piece of cake then nibbling our
way through the pan as the afternoon
goes on. The effect is the same.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I have
also learned, speaking of cake with a 3-
year-old and a 4-year-old at home, that
if we give them the ice cream first,
they are very unlikely to eat the vege-
tables and the meat.
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If we pass in effect a trillion dollar

tax cut this year, we are not going to
see the House having the courage to
pass a trillion dollars in spending cuts
to match that. So what we are going to
do is we are going to decrease their
ability to pay down the national debt.

Let me point out when we do that, we
are really increasing taxpayers inter-
ests on the national debt. So I guess in
conclusion to our first question to-
night, the Republican tax cut proposals
that have passed the House so far this
year, are they fiscally responsible? I
think the answer is no.

They are based on uncertain, perhaps
terribly false assumptions about where
the economy in the world will be over
the next 10 years. They ignore the fact
that we already have a $5.6 trillion na-
tional debt.

Let me clarify. Nobody on this floor
tonight is suggesting tax increases. We
just want to make our top priority
paying down the national debt, which
is probably the best way to get a per-
manent tax cut to the gentlewoman
who sits on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. The best way to give a perma-
nent tax cut to the American people is
to pay off the national debt.

b 1915

That would free up $200 billion a
year. Now, to put that in perspective,
that $200 billion could be passed as a
major tax cut, a permanent tax cut. It
could fund two-thirds of our national
security needs in America, over two-
thirds, in fact, of our military budget.
College loans could be provided for stu-
dents all across this country; grants.
All sorts of things could be done, in-
cluding permanent tax cuts with that.

So I think it is very clear to me,
when we look at the facts, that Repub-
lican tax proposals this year are fis-
cally irresponsible and perhaps that
should take us to the second question.
That is, if we are going to have tax
cuts, whatever level they might be, a
trillion dollars or a billion dollars,
should they not be fair to average
working families? I think that would
be a good discussion to have, and I
would just start it by making one point
and then yield to my colleagues.

I did a little research on the 1999 tax
bill that passed the House, that ulti-
mately the American people rejected
so clearly that our Republican col-
leagues did not even try to bring it up
for a veto override after they listened
to the American people and their con-
stituents in August. I did a little re-
search and I found out that a working
family at the lower end of the income
scale, compared to the richest 1 per-
cent of families in America, would
have to have been born 32 years before
the signing of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence to enjoy the same tax bene-
fits over all those 200-plus years that
the wealthiest 1 percent of families got
in year one.

Now, even with the miracles of mod-
ern medicine, I do not think the aver-
age working family is going to live

that long, the point being that the tax
cuts were skewed to help the wealthi-
est families in America. I think the
proposals this year reflect unfairness.

I yield to the gentleman from North
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) to talk about
the distribution of the Republican tax
cuts and then to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) who is a mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means that handles these tax meas-
ures.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I think
the gentleman’s question really cuts to
the heart of it because, after all, we are
for tax cuts in the context of a plan
that gets the debt eliminated, deals re-
sponsibly with the other needs and pri-
orities we have, but as we approach
that tax cut we want it to be one that
reflects the broad cross-section of this
country, not just to go to the most af-
fluent, perhaps the financial base of
the majority party but not the rank
and file of all of our districts.

The fact of the matter is is most peo-
ple in this country do not make $100,000
a year. In fact, on average, the bottom
60 percent income levels earn less than
$39,000. I think that this chart here,
prepared by the Citizens for Tax Jus-
tice, lays it out pretty clearly. Here is
the stake of the plans passed so far and
in the pipeline by the majority of the
bottom 60 percent. The bottom 60 get
8.9 percent. Now, the next 35 percent,
those from $39,000 to $130,000, get a
third of the package, leaving almost
two-thirds for the top five percent.

Why should two-thirds of the taxes
go to the top 5 percent of the people in
this country?

Tax cuts ought to go to those who
most need them, and obviously the top
5 percent income levels in this country
are not those that have the toughest
time with the family pocketbook
issues, affordable health care, saving
for retirement, getting the children to
college. So why would we want to pass
almost two-thirds of the tax cuts and
send it to them? I think there are folks
that need it more and they ought to
have the high priority.

A Committee on Ways and Means
analysis of the tax cuts passed so far
by the Committee on Ways and Means
shows that about half, the lowest half
in terms of wage earners, would get on
average about 100 bucks a year; where-
as, the top 20 percent would get 76 per-
cent of the benefit or more than $2,000
a year if one figures on equal dimen-
sion.

The top 10 percent gets 60 percent.
The top 5 percent nearly half, as re-
flected, and the top 1 percent 27 per-
cent.

Now, those are different slightly, de-
pending upon which tax bills were fig-
ured into the measurement, but one
thing is precisely consistent, regardless
of the tax measure the majority has
advanced. It is skewed to the most af-
fluent in this country.

Now, believe me, the most affluent in
this country play critical roles in mak-
ing our economy run, building our

businesses. We honor their participa-
tion in our economy but that does not
mean they have the hardest time with
the fundamentals of making a go of it
as a family, and, therefore, should not
be first in line to soak up most of the
tax relief we pass. Let us get the tax
relief to our middle income families
who are having the toughest go of it,
and I think those are the distribution
issues that are so troubling about the
construction of this tax plan. It is a
huge tax cut plan that forgets about
eliminating the debt and other prior-
ities we have as a country, and then
they do not even distribute it fairly.
Far from the middle class getting the
benefit, this thing is skewed to the
wealthiest people in the land and they
are not the ones most in need of this
kind of tax relief.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, this
number has escaped me. How many
people do we have or how many fami-
lies do we have in this country? Does
anybody know? About?

Mr. EDWARDS. Three hundred mil-
lion total population; about 270 million
or so citizens.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield then, I found this
very interesting. Working off the num-
bers of the gentleman from North Da-
kota (Mr. POMEROY), and I love this
guy because he is so good at numbers,
I mean he just knows this stuff, but
one of the numbers that stuck with me
was that if one thinks about the 270
million people, that top 1 percent that
we have talked about or top even 5 per-
cent is only about, ready, 1.2 million
families; 1.2 million, out of 270 million
or say even out of half of that being 135
million people. Right? They get the 27.5
percent of the total tax.

The bottom 20 percent, which gets
about 8.9 percent or whatever, is 22.4
million families. So one can just see,
we can talk real numbers here with
real people about what is happening;
but I have to say, the number that got
me, the number that absolute blew me
away when we were doing the markup
on the estate tax and all of us, and in-
cluding in the Democratic substitute,
were willing to raise those thresholds
to $2 million or $4 million, somewhere
around there, because just like we find
out these numbers we also know how
many people would actually be the
beneficiaries of the estate tax, this
blew me away.

Fully implemented, if we took the
numbers today of how many people
would be included, now remember this
was between $500 billion to $700 billion,
not million but billion, almost the sur-
plus numbers, ready, and the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY) may have a city in his State that
is only this big, 43,000 people, and that
is it, get to share $500 billion; 43,000.

If we do not have that money when
the time rolls around, talk about that
credit card, who do they think they are
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going to get to make up that money?
Do they think they will go back to
those 43,000 people to make up that $500
billion to $700 billion? I do not think
so, and that just puts more burden on
us.

Is not that an outrageous number? I
mean, I do not know, but if the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr. POM-
EROY) would help me here, how many of
those people are even in the State of
North Dakota?

Mr. POMEROY. Let us talk about the
estate tax provision because I do think
it is one where clearly the multi-multi-
millionaires are the largest bene-
ficiaries.

I noted with interest the debate. I
represent a farmer’s State. I arguably
represent more production acres than
any other Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and when they are talk-
ing about the farmer’s need for this es-
tate tax relief and the small business
owner’s need for this estate tax relief,
I paid close attention because those are
the folks I speak for. Well, we came up
with a proposal that would have al-
lowed $4 million on a unified credit in
estate tax relief, and I was wondering,
is this sufficient?

I got a USDA figure. Ninety-nine per-
cent of the farms in this country have
a net worth of $3 million and below. We
took it up to $4 million.

So this business about this being a
farmer-driven issue, this being a small
business driven issue, that is fiction,
that is bait and switch. They will hold
out the farmer, they will hold out the
small business owner. Believe me, re-
peal of the estate tax is not about them
at all. It is about the wealthiest few in
this country, and if we direct our tax
relief there, look, if we had unlimited
resources, I would say fine, fine; but if
we give it there, then we darn sure
make sure that middle income families
do not get the relief that they need.

The people at the very top earning
levels of our country do not have the
month-to-month pinch in their cash
flow that creates nearly the compelling
need for the tax cuts that our working
families as they struggle to pay for
their college tuition for their children,
as they struggle to get access to health
care, as they struggle to put some
money aside for retirement. Those are
real needs for real Americans, and if we
give it to the wealthiest few we do not
have it for them.

Mr. EDWARDS. In fact, as I look at
the Republican-passed estate tax, and I
supported the Democratic alternative
that was much more fiscally respon-
sible and helped most farmers, ranch-
ers and small businesses, but I look at
the Republican estate tax plan, it is es-
sentially this, that the majority party
in this House is saying we can afford to
spend $500 billion over the next 10
years.

Guess what? Ninety-eight out of
every 100 Americans will not get one
dime of that. So, Mr. Speaker, what I
would say to the American people is
that next time they go into a room of

100 people, think about the estate tax.
Look around them. Five hundred bil-
lion dollars is going to be spent
throughout the country, but of the 100
people in that room only 2 will get a
single dime out of that.

The single mother working hard try-
ing to, as a waitress, find a way to pay
for child care and put her children
through school, the $30,000 a year work-
ing family, the average working family
in America that goes to work and
works hard, sometimes two parents
trying to save money for their chil-
dren’s education and a little bit for
their retirement and pay their utility
bills, they do not get a dime out of the
estate tax; but the richest 329 families
in America will get over a billion dol-
lars a year in tax benefits out of this.

So it is just amazing to me, at a time
when this House has not found a way to
get all of our Army soldiers off of food
stamps, we can all of a sudden say but,
however, we cannot afford to get our
Army soldiers off of food stamps but we
can pass a $500 billion tax cut over a 10-
year period where over 100 percent of
the benefits go to 2 percent of the
wealthiest families.

I am not here to attack wealthy fam-
ilies. I respect and admire them. I am
not here to raise their taxes. In fact,
they had their taxes cut significantly
just a few years ago when we reduced
the capital gains tax. In fact, the re-
ality is that some of the wealthiest
families in America pay less on their
income than the poor average working
family. The waitress that works 30, 40,
50 hours a week, the two-income family
that makes $40,000, $50,000 a year, they
pay more income tax because their tax
rates are in the 30 percent range. The
billionaire who makes most of his or
her money off of capital gains on stock
investments are paying 18 percent. So
the wealthiest have already gotten a
tax cut, and that was passed for rea-
sons to encourage investment in this
country.

Now we are adding on top of that; one
hundred percent of the benefit going to
2 percent of Americans.

Again, I would remind the American
people that means 98 out of every next
100 people we see will not get one dime,
but I can say what those working fami-
lies will get. They will get an extra
$11.5 billion interest payment on the
national debt because of that tax break
for Bill Gates and Ted Turner and the
richest families in America. They will
get $11.5 billion increase in interest
payments that they will have to help
contribute and pay for, their children
and grandchildren will have to pay for.
So the working folks not only do not
get a dime of the estate tax as proposed
by the Republicans, they are actually
having to pay for it. That is simply un-
fair, and that is what this part of our
debate is about, are the Republican tax
proposals fair?

b 1930

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I actu-
ally was at a function on Friday night

for the Key Training Center, which is
for children with mental retardation,
and I have to tell my colleagues some-
thing. I went to a friend of mine who I
know is a Republican and is an ac-
countant. I said to him, and I will not
mention his name, but I said, tell me
what you think about this. I mean I
wanted to make sure that I had a clear
understanding, because I do have farm-
ers, as the gentleman from North Da-
kota does, and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS); although I do
not believe that the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN) has farmers in his
district, and he said, KAREN, I do estate
planning. He said, they know how to
make sure that they are not paying
this money. They know how to make
sure that that is going to be passed on.

Yes, there are a few out there; I
think the farmers and the small busi-
nesses that we have talked about that
have some assets that are based on
land and some equipment and some
things that are not necessarily done
through a paper shuffle, they have
some issues, which is why the demo-
cratic substitute looked at it and we
said, we need to take care of this. Or,
in fact, why we raised it and voted for
less than 3 years ago in 1997. I mean we
raised the estate tax, we did that too,
and it was signed by the President in a
bipartisan way.

So I think that when I talked to this
guy and he said, KAREN, I think you are
right on this. Actually, KAREN, I know
you are right on this. Because we all
need to have that gratification, know-
ing that we are doing the right thing
and we go to the professionals out
there, we talk to the people in our dis-
trict. We find out those people that
deal on these issues, and they are com-
ing back saying exactly the same
thing, that some of these numbers and
some of this conversation that we have
had with other folks is, in fact, true,
that this is not necessary at this time;
that there are bigger issues that this
country faces than to just give a few
people in this country that are already
able to send their kids to college, that
are already able to buy a home, that
are already able to put money aside for
their pensions, that already have ad-
vantages that many of the other folks
do not have. We are talking about peo-
ple that are making anywhere between
$50,000 to $60,000, and they are not get-
ting but maybe, at best, $19 to $185 out
of a tax bill.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would say to work-
ing businesses, small businesses and
farmers and ranchers, if your business,
your ranch, your farm are worth $4
million or less, the democratic estate
bill will actually help you more quick-
ly than the Republican bill.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, that is a very im-
portant point. We got help for them
next year up to $4 million. We took the
lead just 3 years ago, as was mentioned
by the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
THURMAN), to move it up to $2.6 million
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on a unified credit. We now propose
taking it to $4 million, and next year a
lot more relief than we see under the
majority bill.

Mr. Speaker, we see the majority bill
really is not about helping farmers or
small businesses. It is geared to the
wealthiest families in this country, and
that is why the long, slow phase-in so
that they can get the super-rich in-
volved in the package.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, as I
yield to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
GREEN), I would just summarize my
comments on this fairness question in
this way: I think Democrats feel that
we do not have to give Bill Gates and
Ted Turner and Steve Forbes a massive
multi-billion dollar tax cut to protect
the family farmer in Lomita, Texas or
Gatesville, Texas or the small
businessperson in Texas.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to
my colleague from Houston (Mr.
GREEN), who is a key member of the
Committee on Commerce.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
first I would like to thank the gen-
tleman for organizing this Special
Order tonight on the issues of the tax
cuts. I just came in to talk about the
fairness and what we are not funding,
because I think that is important. But
my colleagues in North Dakota and
Florida and the two of us from Texas,
we recognize what is important, that
we are considering a budget and a mar-
riage tax penalty and an estate tax
proposal that only benefits the
wealthiest of Americans and does noth-
ing to help the working folks in my
district. I have to admit, we do not
have any farmers in urban Houston,
but we do grow our backyard gardens,
we have tomato plants and peppers, but
with this heat, they are all dead now.

But I think the graph and the dis-
tribution that our colleague from
North Dakota has, and I have the
smaller version of it, shows almost 60
percent of the marriage tax penalty
benefits and the estate tax will go to
those percentage of 130,000 or more, the
top 5 percent of the income brackets.
That is what that shows. I think it is
frustrating.

We want the opportunity to show the
American people that we can work to-
gether on a bipartisan basis and agree
on a tax resolution and a budget that is
fair.

The gentleman mentioned the demo-
cratic alternative on the estate tax.
Mr. Speaker, $2 million per person in
Texas, $4 million because it is a com-
munity property State, although I
know it affects every other State now,
is not that huge tax cut for the
wealthy, it will benefit the small busi-
ness people, a machine shop owner in
Houston who may be on a third genera-
tion who has built up his machine shop
to where it may be substantially bene-
ficial, or the rancher or farmer in west
Texas or North Dakota, $2 million is a
lot of money individually. We wish we
could get to that point.

My concern about the Republican
plan, and the gentleman has mentioned

it, if we do this, we will see higher in-
terest rates and force huge deficits, go
back to those deficits, and we will see
these tax increases in the future on our
children and our grandchildren.

So before we hastily rush into these
bills, we need to make sure that we re-
alize that there are certain programs
that we have to do and talk about what
we may not be funding. But all of us
are for tax cuts, Democrats and Repub-
licans, who just need to be reasonable.
I think the difference, though, is that
we are concerned about making sure
we have money to pay the service per-
sonnel, the defense of our country, to
save Social Security, modernize Medi-
care, pay down our national debt, as
the gentleman mentioned, how impor-
tant that is for our own tax rates, for
people who are going out and buying
cars or mortgaging a house, or even
that small businessperson going out on
the market and saying hey, I need an
inventory loan.

By paying down the national debt, we
are lowering our taxes. Educating our
children, making sure that
businessperson has qualified employees
that will come in. Educating our chil-
dren is not free. It is expensive, it costs
local and State dollars, but it also re-
quires Federal resources to help so we
can bridge that gap on what local and
State resources cannot do.

So I have met lots of my constituents
over the last few months, and the num-
ber one concern I think is insolvency of
Social Security and a prescription drug
benefit for our seniors. We need to
make sure that we balance that. We
can have reasonable tax cuts and yet
still make sure that we support those
programs, the defense of our country,
Medicare prescriptions, and Medicare
itself, and the education of our chil-
dren, that will not be a balanced budg-
et-buster, like what we will see if all of
these are passed, and thank goodness
the President will veto them.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot help but men-
tion one project, because my colleague
from Waco knows the Port of Houston
project. We have critical projects all
over the country. With the gentleman’s
help, we have been able to make sure
the Port of Houston project is on line
to be completed in the time frame.
That is not free, but it will pay down
the line, it will pay in customs duties,
it will pay in local taxes that we will
ultimately pay back. There are times
we are going to have to say no, we can-
not do these infrastructure projects
that will ultimately pay more than if
we give these huge tax cuts now.

So I want to thank the gentleman for
his effort on the Port of Houston
project and also thank him for tonight,
in making sure that we have the oppor-
tunity to give our side of it and say, we
are for tax cuts, we are for reasonable
ones that also take care of Medicare,
Social Security, infrastructure and
education for our children, and paying
down the national debt.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I want to thank the

gentleman for his comments. He sum-
marized some very key points.

For our debate tonight, I think the
first question we wanted to raise was,
are these, in effect, trillion dollar pro-
posed tax cuts fiscally responsible? The
answer is no. The second question is,
are they fair to average working fami-
lies? The facts are they clearly are not.
The third point I think perhaps we
could get into and mix with the debate
of the fairness of the tax cuts is, if we
were to have this $500 billion, or even
the proposed $1 trillion in tax dollars
to spend over the next 10 years, should
they all go to these particular tax cuts
or should they perhaps be balanced be-
tween tax cuts, paying down the debt
and supporting some other major na-
tional priorities?

I think we ought to continue this dis-
cussion with about 12 minutes that we
have left in this hour of debate on the
crucial issue of how are we going to re-
flect our values as a Congress in the
way we spend the projected surplus. I
would like to get into the issue of not
only the fairness of the tax cuts, con-
tinue that debate, but also talk about
how perhaps this massive size of tax
cuts, bigger in sum total than last
year’s proposed cuts projected by the
American people, how do these pro-
posed tax cuts cut out other high na-
tional priorities? Unless, of course, you
are part of the free lunch bunch, in
which case you can cut taxes, have
massive increases in defense spending,
adequately fund domestic needs and
pay down the national debt. But I hope
we grew beyond that free lunch bunch
mentality that got us into a massive
national debt position in the 1980s.

I yield to my to the gentleman from
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY).

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. What can
we not do? What priorities have been
crowded out if we pass the revenue
plans secured to the wealthiest in this
country of the majority?

Well, let us start with one that was
considered last week in the Committee
on Ways and Means and was deemed to
be too expensive by the chairman of
the committee, the very chairman that
has supported virtually every one of
these tax cuts, including the unlimited
estate tax relief that we have been
talking about.

The proposal that he believes we can-
not afford is one that would help mid-
dle income families save for retire-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, we have one-third of the
people in this country with no retire-
ment savings whatsoever. And of the
IRA-eligible, where the $50,000 and
below household can contribute to that
and deduct that contribution, only 4
percent of all eligible households are
using that IRA. We need to go back to
the drawing board and recognize that
we have to have a more meaningful tax
incentive to help people with their sav-
ings challenge.

There is no better savings incentive
than a match on a contribution. As
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Federal employees, one puts money in
the Thrift Savings Plan, and then the
employer, the Federal Government
matches that contribution. We could
pass a tax cut that matched by a tax
credit to the tune of 50 percent that
contribution to savings. That proposal
was considered. It was voted down, vir-
tually on party lines. It will be consid-
ered on the floor of the House this
week.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I want to be sure I
am clear. The same House leadership
that said we could afford to give Bill
Gates a massive tax cut this year, said
that we cannot afford to provide tax in-
centives for middle and lower income
working families to save for their re-
tirement; is that correct?

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, that is
precisely the sorry circumstance that
this issue presents. They said we could
not afford it. We could not afford to
take a family making $30,000 trying to
save for retirement, we could not give
them a tax cut. So that if they get
$2,000 into an IRA, we give them a tax
credit of $1,000, representing essen-
tially a 50 percent match on their con-
tribution. There is no better savings
incentive than an employer match
through this tax cut to middle income
families. We could essentially give
them an Uncle Sam match, helping
them save for retirement. They said we
could not afford it.

I cannot think of anything more im-
portant than helping middle income
families save for retirement. That is
what ought to be the priority. We need
to help people save for their later years
before we get around to aiding Bill
Gates with his estate dilemma.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comment. The
question is, if we have a certain
amount of tax cuts to provide, who are
we going to give them to? I think the
American people ought to ask, whose
side is Congress on? Are we going to be
on the side of the working folks that
are struggling or the wealthiest one-
tenth of 1 percent of Americans who
have already gotten a substantial tax
cut over the last several years?

I again yield to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

b 1945

Mrs. THURMAN. In my former life I
was a math teacher, so we could play a
little game here, if Members would like
to. I think it would be very advan-
tageous, because I think it can show
really significantly that we are not
against tax cuts, and that we have of-
fered to the other side to negotiate and
participate in these issues, but the
question is as to how it is going to hap-
pen.

Let me say to the gentleman from
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), we had
the marriage tax penalty on the floor
here today, $182 billion, the alternative
is $90 billion, somewhere around there,
that would have really taken away the
tax penalty for marriage, okay?

If my numbers are right and we did
this tax credit that the gentleman is
talking about for folks, $30,000, $40,000.

Mr. POMEROY. All the way up to
$80,000 on the Committee on Ways and
Means bill.

Mrs. THURMAN. If I remember cor-
rectly, the number that was given as
kind of the estimate without being
scored was about $50 billion. So if I
take 50 from 184 that leaves me 134, so
I still now have $44 billion. I could pay
for this pension part, and I still have
$44 billion to kind of work with here.
Because if I really just want to take
care of the marriage tax penalty, I only
really need $90 billion.

So what is the next issue? Well, we
could only squeeze out of this surplus
$50 billion, or I am sorry, $40 billion for
prescription drugs. Right? That is it.
We are going to send it to those HMOs
that are pulling out of all of our dis-
tricts. We are going to give subsidies to
insurance companies who do not even
want to give a drug bill. Correct?

So if we took that $44 billion and
transferred it over to the $40 billion
that we already have, we could poten-
tially get to a negotiation. That is just
the marriage tax. That is compromise.
That is looking at numbers. That is un-
derstanding that we can do both. We do
not have to just do one.

All we have said to them, and have
reached over there and said is, give us
a chance to talk about this. But no, we
come to this floor just before conven-
tion time, just before everybody wants
to go home and talk about these tax
cuts. The fact of the matter is, we
could do it for a lot of people.

So I now have $90 billion in marriage
tax, I now have $88 billion for the pre-
scription drug, and we have another $50
billion to help people have security in
their paychecks when they retire, and
we have not even talked about the es-
tate tax. But there is a compromise.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentlewoman for making
the point, which is our third question
tonight. That is, does the Republican
proposal for tax cuts this year, does
that actually crowd out other major
national priorities?

I think the answer to that question is
yes, just as the answer to our other
question, are their proposed tax cuts
irresponsible fiscally and are they un-
fair to average working families, is
yes.

Let me talk as a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations about the
values reflected by the choices made in
this House, because it is not a free
lunch. As they have proposed their
massive tax cuts, they have proposed
to tighten the belts of a few folks as we
try to enhance Bill Gates’ and Ted
Turner’s and Steve Forbes’ substantial
wealth.

Let us look at who has been asked to
tighten their belts.

First, Republicans on my Committee
on Appropriations suggest a 60 percent
cut in the Legal Services Corporation.
So while we come to this House floor

and put our hands over our hearts and
say pledge of allegiance to the flag
every day when we are in session, and
finish with ‘‘liberty and justice for
all,’’ we are giving some liberty en-
hancing the wealth of Bill Gates, but
we are denying justice for the lower-in-
come woman who has been the victim
of abuse by her husband, who walked
out and left her trying to support her
children. They wanted to cut the Legal
Services Corporation.

In the Subcommittee on Energy and
Water Development in the Committee
on Appropriations on which I serve, we
had to make an arbitrary decision of
no new flood construction projects any-
where in the country. If one’s commu-
nity is at risk for massive flooding, be-
cause of these massive proposed tax
cuts, we cannot offer that community
a national responsibility, and that is to
prevent flood damage and perhaps even
injury and death in the community.

They proposed that we kill the Presi-
dent’s program to bring in 100,000 new
teachers, so we can have qualified
teachers and smaller classrooms
throughout America. That went out
the window because of the cost of these
massive tax cuts.

For example, the estate tax, 100 per-
cent of the benefits go to only 2 per-
cent of American families.

We have had to cut back on the
President’s proposal for school mod-
ernization, to bring our public elemen-
tary schools up to safe standards that
local communities would require for
safety for people of any age, much less
children. We have reduced funding for
basic science research.

As someone who cares deeply, along
with Members of the Republican and
Democratic Caucus in this House, cares
deeply about our national defense and
our men and women serving in uni-
form, this House, which originates or
has the responsibility for originating
spending bills, could not find the
money to get soldiers and airmen and
Marines off of food stamps, but we
could give Bill Gates a tax cut.

It goes on and on and on. One in 13
seniors throughout America, including
in my district, have to make a decision
sometime during this year whether to
adequately purchase food or their pre-
scription drugs their doctors say they
need for health. Yet the Republican
leadership says, no, we can afford these
tax cuts for the wealthiest 2 percent of
families, but we cannot afford that ex-
pensive old Democratic prescription
Medicare drug program that is going to
help seniors not have to choose be-
tween eating properly or taking their
medicine properly.

So my point is that it is not a free
lunch. These proposed tax cuts not
only are fiscally irresponsible, they are
not only skewed to the wealthiest
Americans and not average working
families, they end up costing average
working families. They are also crowd-
ing out our opportunity with today’s
budget surplus, our opportunity to help
folks like senior citizens who need help
with prescription drugs.
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Their proposals crowd out our ability

to protect the solvency of the social se-
curity and Medicare trust fund.

So there is a tremendous cost for
these proposals. I think when the
American people recognize the cost of
these so-called free lunch tax cuts for
the wealthiest Americans, I think they
are going to be outraged by it.

Mr. POMEROY. If the gentleman will
yield further, Mr. Speaker, for my final
participation tonight in the special
order, and I still commend the gen-
tleman for hosting it, as we look at
this in context we can only conclude
that the totality of what they are
doing is not responsible, does not pay
down the debt as its first priority, and
depends upon 10-year projections. Who
knows whether we are going to hit
those projections or not?

It is not fair and is hopelessly skewed
to the wealthiest families, leaving the
rest getting pennies while the wealthi-
est few come out like bandits under
this proposal.

Finally, it crowds out doing what we
ought to do for middle American fami-
lies.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY) and the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) for their par-
ticipation on this vital national issue.

f

REPORT ON H.R. 4871, TREASURY,
POSTAL SERVICE, AND GENERAL
GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

Mr. KOLBE (during the Special Order
of Mr. EDWARDS) from the Committee
on Appropriations, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–756) on the
bill (H.R. 4871) making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the
United States Postal Service, the Exec-
utive Office of the President, and cer-
tain Independent Agencies, for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 200, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Union Calendar and ordered to
be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUNTER). Pursuant to clause 1 of Rule
XXI, all points of order are reserved.

f

WHAT IS THE FATE OF THE NOR-
WOOD-DINGELL-GANSKE BIPAR-
TISAN CONSENSUS MANAGED
CARE REFORM ACT OF 1999?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUNTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, 10
months ago this House of Representa-
tives passed real patient protection
legislation to correct HMO abuses. We
passed the Norwood-Dingell-Ganske Bi-
partisan Consensus Managed Care Re-
form Act of 1999 with a vote of 275 to
151.

So, Members ask, why is that bill not
law yet? Why is not the congressional
leadership leaning on the chairman of

the conference committee to hold
meetings? Is the conference dead? If so,
then Senator NICKLES should say so, so
that we can move beyond the failure of
the conferences committee.

Mr. Speaker, every day that goes by
without passage into law of a real pa-
tient protection bill means that people
are being harmed by HMOs that care
more about their bottom line, more
about their most recent stock quotes
on Wall Street, than they care about
patients.

Let me give some examples of people
who have been harmed by HMOs. Be-
fore coming to Congress, I was a recon-
structive surgeon. I took care of little
children that were born with birth de-
fects like this little baby with a cleft
lip and palate.

Do my colleagues know that in the
last several years, more than 50 per-
cent of the surgeons who care for chil-
dren born with this birth defect have
had cases like these refused by HMOs,
who call this a ‘‘cosmetic deformity’’?
This is a birth defect. The operation to
repair this would be to restore towards
normalcy. That is not a cosmetic case
under any definition.

A couple of years ago now this lady’s
case was profiled on the cover of Time
Magazine. This woman lived in Cali-
fornia. Her HMO did not tell her all
that she needed to know. Furthermore,
they put pressure on the Medicare cen-
ter treating her not to tell her. Be-
cause she did not get that information
in a timely fashion, and because her
HMO did not play straight with her on
getting her the treatment that she
needed as medically necessary, she
died. Today her children and her hus-
band do not have a mother and a wife.

A couple of years ago a young woman
was hiking in the mountains about 70
miles west of Washington, D.C. She fell
off a 40-foot cliff. She broke her pelvis,
fractured her arm, broke her skull, was
lying at the bottom of this 40-foot cliff,
when her boyfriend, who had a cellular
phone, managed to get a helicopter in.
They took her to the emergency room.
She was treated. She lived.

But then, do Members know what?
The HMO would not pay her bill be-
cause she had not phoned ahead for
prior authorization. Mr. Speaker, was
she supposed to have a crystal ball that
was going to tell her that she was
going to fall off a 40-foot cliff so she
could make a phone call to her HMO?

I have shared these stories with my
colleagues in the past, but I have some
new ones tonight that are going to
amaze my colleagues. This is also a
story, a true story about a little boy.
We can see him here tagging on his sis-
ter’s sleeve. One night his temperature
was about 104 or 105 degrees, and his
mother phoned the 1–800 number for
their HMO and said, my baby needs to
go to the emergency room. He is really
sick.

She got somebody thousands of miles
away who said, well, I will only author-
ize you to take him to one emergency
room. And when the mother asked

where it was, the person said, I do not
know. Find a map. It turned out that
the HMO was about 60 or 70 miles away.
En route, this little baby had a cardiac
arrest.

If one is a mom and dad driving this
little baby to the hospital, Members
can imagine what that was like. When
they finally found it, the mother
leaped out of the car holding her little
baby screaming, save my baby, save
my baby. A nurse came out, started re-
suscitation. They put in the i.v. lines,
gave him mouth-to-mouth resuscita-
tion, gave him the medicines, and they
managed to bring his life back.

All because that HMO did not have
the common sense or decency to say, if
your baby is really sick take him to
the nearest emergency room, because
en route, they passed three emergency
rooms, but they were not authorized by
that HMO, this little baby managed to
survive, but because he had that car-
diac arrest, he lost the circulation to
his hands and his feet and he had to
have both hands and both feet ampu-
tated.

Why do 80 percent-plus of the Amer-
ican public think that Congress should
pass an HMO reform bill, a patient pro-
tection bill, a real bill? Because their
friends and neighbors have had prob-
lems just like some of those that I have
shown the Members.

A few years ago there was a movie,
As Good as It Gets. In that movie
Helen Hunt is talking to her friend,
Jack Nicholson, and explaining how
this HMO that they belong to will not
properly take care of her son, who has
asthma. Then she let loose a string of
expletives that I cannot repeat on the
floor of Congress, but I can tell the
Members what happened in the theater
that my wife and I were in. It happened
all across the country. People started
cheering and clapping and even stand-
ing up in applause, because they knew
the truth of that allegation.

No law has passed because the HMOs
have spent over $100 million lobbying
against real patient protection legisla-
tion. They have given generously to
keep that legislation bottled up in con-
ference committee.

Even worse, the HMO industry is try-
ing to get legislation passed that would
undo the progress that is being made
on behalf of patients in State legisla-
tures and in the courts.

The GOP bill that recently passed
the Senate, the Nickles amendment, is
worse than no bill at all. In fact, it is
an HMO protection bill, not a patient
protection bill. Would Members like
some proof of this? Let me tell the
Members about some of the things that
have been documented in a recent arti-
cle in Smart Money Magazine in their
July issue.

b 2000

Consider the case of Jim Ridler. It
was shortly after noon on a Friday
back in August 1995, and Jim Ridler,
then 35 years old, had been out doing
some errands. He was returning to his
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home in a small town in Minnesota on
his motorcycle when a minivan coming
from the opposite direction swerved
into his lane. It hit Jim head on. It
threw him more than 200 feet into a
ditch. He broke his neck, his collar
bone, his hip, several ribs, all of the
bones in both legs. It ripped his triceps
muscle clean through.

Over the next 4 months, after a dozen
surgeries, he still did not know wheth-
er he would ever walk again, when he
got a phone call from his lawyer who
had started legal proceedings against
the driver of that minivan who had
swerved into his path.

That call that he got from his lawyer
really shook him up. ‘‘I’m afraid I’ve
got some bad news for you,’’ said his
lawyer. He told Jim that, even if Jim
won his lawsuit, his health plan wanted
to take a big chunk out of it that they
had spent on his care.

‘‘You’re joking, right?’’, said Jim.
Nope, said the lawyer, Jim’s health

plan had a clause in its contract that
allowed the HMO to stake a claim in
his settlement, a claim known in insur-
ance as subrogation.

‘‘So I pay the premium, and then
something happens that I need the in-
surance for, and they want their money
back?’’, Ridler asked incredulously.
‘‘The way I figure it, my health insur-
ance is just a loan.’’

Well, Ridler eventually settled his
lawsuit for $450,000 which was all the li-
ability insurance available. His health
plan then took $406,000, leaving him
after expenses with a grand total of
$29,000.

‘‘I feel like I was raped by the sys-
tem’’, he says.

Do my colleagues know what, Mr.
Speaker, most people are not even
aware that these subrogation clauses
exist until they have been in an acci-
dent and try to recover from a neg-
ligent individual like the person who
almost killed Jim Ridler.

Originally, subrogation was used for
cases in which care was provided to pa-
tients that had no health insurance but
who might receive a settlement. How-
ever, HMOs are now even seeking to be
reimbursed for care that they have not
even paid for.

Susan DeGarmo found that out 10
years ago when her HMO asked for re-
imbursement on her son’s medical
bills. In 1990, Stephen DeGarmo, age 10,
was hit by a pickup truck while riding
his bike to football practice near his
home in West Virginia. That accident
left him paralyzed from the waist
down. His parents sued the driver, and
they collected $750,000 in settlement
plus $200,000 from the underinsured mo-
torist policy. Now, that is to last this
little boy the rest of his life as a para-
lyzed person.

The health plan of Upper Ohio Valley
wanted $128,000 in subrogation from
Stephen’s bills. Now Stephen’s mother
thought that that was a high amount,
so she phoned the hospital in Columbus
Ohio where Stephen had been treated,
and she got an itemized list of charges.

What she found out infuriated her. The
HMO had paid much less than the
$128,000 it was now seeking.

Mrs. DeGarmo had found another
dirty little secret of managed care, and
that was that HMOs often use subroga-
tion to go after a hospital’s billed
charges, the fee for full-paying pa-
tients, even though the HMO gets a dis-
count off the billed charges.

According to DeGarmo’s lawyer, the
health plan of Upper Ohio Valley actu-
ally paid $70,000 to treat Stephen. That
meant they were trying to take $50,000
from Stephen’s settlement that they
had not even paid for. They were going
to make money off this little boy who
had become paralyzed.

When the DeGarmos refused to pay,
the HMO had the gall to sue them.
Well, others found out about this
HMO’s action; and in 1999, the HMO
settled suits for $9 million spread
among roughly 3,000 patients that they
had treated like the DeGarmos.

Now, when HMOs get compensation
in excess of their costs, I believe they
are depriving victims of funds that
those victims need to recover. This
subrogation process has even spawned
an industry of companies that handle
collections for a fee, typically 25 per-
cent to 33 percent of the settlement.

The biggest of these subrogation col-
lection companies is Louisville, Ken-
tucky based Healthcare Recoveries, In-
corporated. Last year, HRI, whose big-
gest customer, not surprisingly, is
United Healthcare, recovered $226 mil-
lion for its clients, and its cut was 27
percent.

According to one former claims ex-
aminer for HRI, Steve Pope, the com-
pany is so intent on maximizing collec-
tions that it crosses the line into ques-
tionable practices.

Take the case of 16-year-old Courtney
Ashmore who had been riding a four-
wheeler on a country road near her
home by Tupelo, Mississippi. The
owner of the bordering land had strung
a cable across the road, and Courtney
ran into it, almost decapitating her-
self. Her family collected $100,000 from
the property owner.

Their health plan paid $26,000 for
Courtney’s care. Steve Pope, the
claims examiner for HRI, contacted the
family’s lawyer and wanted that $26,000
back. The lawyer asked for a copy of
the contract showing the subrogation
clause. Well, they could not find a copy
of the contract. So Mr. Pope told his
supervisor at HRI of this, and he was
told to send out a page from a generic
contract that did have a subrogation
clause in it.

Later, Pope found out that
Courtney’s health plan did not, in fact,
mention subrogation. Still, he has tes-
tified, he was told to pursue the money
anyway.

Steve Pope has testified, ‘‘These
practices were so widespread, and I just
got tired of being told to cheat and
steal from people.’’

Well, Mr. Speaker, the notion that
subrogation should be prohibited or at

least restricted is gaining ground.
Twenty-five States have adopted doc-
trine that injured people get fully com-
pensated before health plans can col-
lect any share of personal injury
money.

In March, a Maryland appeals court
went even further. It ruled that the
State’s HMO Act prohibits managed
care companies from pursuing subroga-
tion at all. The court said, ‘‘An HMO,
by its definition, provides health care
services on a prepaid basis. A sub-
scriber has no further obligation be-
yond his or her fee.’’

So what did Senator NICKLES’ bill do
to address this problem with subroga-
tion? Did the Senate GOP bill try to
make the system more fair for pa-
tients? Did it protect those State laws
which are being passed to prevent sub-
rogation abuses by HMOs?

Oh, no, Mr. Speaker. The Senate GOP
goes even further than subrogation in
protecting HMOs. It says that the total
amount of damages to a patient like
Jim Ridler or Steve DeGarmo or Ash-
ley Courtland would be reduced by the
amount of care cost whether they have
a subrogation clause in their contract
or not. In other words, the Senate GOP
bill that passed a couple weeks ago
would preclude State laws being passed
on subrogation entirely.

If that were not enough of a sop to
the HMO industry, the Nickles bill says
that the reduction in the award would
be determined in a pretrial proceeding
and that any evidence regarding this
reduction would be inadmissable in a
trial between the injured patient and
the HMO.

What does that mean? Well, let us
say one is hit by a drunk driver while
crossing the street. One’s HMO subse-
quently refuses to pay for necessary
physical therapy, even though these
are covered services under one’s em-
ployer’s plan. So one files two separate
lawsuits, one against the drunk driver
in the State court and the other
against the HMO in the Federal court,
because the HMO is not treating one
fairly.

The civil case against the drunk driv-
er is delayed because criminal charges
are pending against him. If the Federal
case proceeds to trial, under the Senate
GOP bill, the Federal judge would have
to guess how much a State jury would
award one, and the Federal judge would
have no way of knowing what one
might actually collect.

This collateral source damages rule
in the Nickles bill would leave patients
uncompensated for very real injuries.
For example, if one is injured in a car
accident by another driver who has a
$50,000 insurance policy, but one has
medical costs of $100,000 that one’s
HMO refuses to cover when one goes to
collect the $50,000 from the negligent
driver, one might get nothing. Why?
Because whether one has brain damage
or broken legs or one’s loved one is
dead, one gets nothing because, under
the Senate GOP bill, the HMO gets to
collect all $50,000, even though it de-
nied one necessary medical care for
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one’s injuries, and one does not get a
penny.

Mr. Speaker, the Senate GOP bill
values the financial well-being of the
HMO more than it values the well-
being of the patient. That is only part
of the reason why I say that Senate
GOP bill is an HMO protection bill, it
is not a patient protection bill.

Mr. Speaker, we can do a lot better
than that. The House did a lot better
than that. It passed the Norwood-Din-
gell-Ganske Bipartisan Consensus Man-
aged Care Reform Act of 1999. Mr.
Speaker, we better do better than that
Senate GOP bill, because the voters are
watching; and because their friends and
family members are being injured by
HMOs, and we need to fix this.

f

FEDERAL RESERVE MONETARY
POLICY: IS GREENSPAN’S FED
THE WORLD’S CENTRAL BANK?
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HUNTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, the
topic of my speech tonight is Federal
Reserve monetary policy: Is Green-
span’s Fed the world’s Central Bank?

Some years ago, William McDonough
of the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York stated the most important asset
a central bank possesses is public con-
fidence. He went on in that speech to
note that, ‘‘I am increasingly con-
cerned that in a democracy a central
bank can maintain price stability over
the intermediate and long term only
when it has public support for the nec-
essary policies.’’

Public confidence here can only
mean the confidence of the Members of
Congress in our oversight capacity.
Most of the American public, to this
very day, have not the least interest
in, awareness of, or knowledge of the
Federal Reserve System, our central
bank. But most Members feel that
Allan Sproul, another former president
of the New York Federal Reserve Bank,
was quite correct in his letter, still
quoted by Fed officials, that Fed inde-
pendence does not mean independence
from the government but independence
within the government.

b 2015
In performing its major task, the ad-

ministration of monetary policy, the
Federal Reserve System is an agency of
the Congress, set up in a special form
to bear the responsibility for that par-
ticular task which constitutionally be-
longs to the legislative branch of gov-
ernment.’’

Clearly, that form of argument ap-
peals to most Members today. The con-
struct is a masterpiece not just for
being true, Congress did abdicate its
enumerated powers, but for letting
even those of us responsible for over-
sight off the hook: The Treasury does
not rule the Fed, the White House does
not rule the Fed, but this Congress
does not write the script either.

The current Fed chairman, Alan
Greenspan, will soon testify before this
House expressing his independence. As
the journal Central Banking recently
noted regarding the Fed, ‘‘It has ac-
quired an air of sanctity. Politicians
hesitate to bait the Fed for fear of
looking stupid.’’ As a result, still
quoting, ‘‘the Fed’s accountability is
less than it appears. The Fed is always
accountable in the sense that Congress
could bring it to heel if it really want-
ed to.’’

And the Fed has not done too badly
in some areas, as the economy dem-
onstrates, most notably where infla-
tion and interest rates are today rest-
ing. Whether they remain even close to
where they are come a year or two
from now may indeed be an all to-
gether different story.

Mr. Greenspan has been pretty clear
about what is now important in Fed
policy. Let me quote from some past
testimony: ‘‘The Federal Reserve be-
lieves that the main contribution it
can make to enhancing the long-term
health of the U.S. economy is to pro-
mote price stability over time. Our
short-run policy adjustments, while
necessarily undertaken against the
background of the current condition of
the U.S. economy, must be consistent
with moving toward the long-run goal
of price stability.’’

The reality is that monetary policy
can never put the economy exactly
where Greenspan might want it to be.
He knows full well that supply shocks
that drive up prices suddenly, like the
two major oil shocks of the 1970s, are
always going to be with us, and more
so than ever as the process of
globalization continues to transform
the world’s economies. And the United
States Federal Reserve is leading this
global transformation. Some are quiet-
ly arguing, over lunch mostly, that
Greenspan is in charge of what he may
already believe to be the World Federal
Reserve, the World Central Bank.

There is good reason to suggest this.
As Robert Pringle noted some time ago
in Central Banking, ‘‘Central banks,
rather than governments, are laying
down the rules of the game for the new
international financial system. The
Fed is in the lead.’’

Pringle went on to argue, and I am
quoting him at length here, ‘‘If the
Fed’s record during the debt crisis and
in exchange rate management is
mixed, most observers would give it
full marks for the way it dealt with the
stock market crash of October 1987. It
is not clear that the verdict of history
will be as favorable. After being prod-
ded into action, some central banks,
notably those of Japan and England,
went on madly pumping money into
the system long after the danger had
passed, creating an unsustainable boom
and reigniting inflationary pressures.

‘‘Well, the Fed can hardly be blamed
for that. The real problem was that
Greenspan’s action risked creating the
expectation among investors that the
Board of Governors would support U.S.

stock markets in the future. Clearly,
the action was prompted by the need to
protect the banks from the risks to
which they were exposed to firms in
the securities markets.

‘‘Equally, this support signalled an
extension of the central banks’ safety
net to an area of the financial system
where investors are traditionally ex-
pected to bear the risks themselves. It
is no accident that after 1987 the bull
market really took off, and it has
never looked back.’’

I have quoted this section in the arti-
cle by Robert Pringle that appeared in
Central Banking because we are hear-
ing the very same fears expressed
today, though quietly, over lunch, by
phone, by rumor, by investors and
money managers throughout the U.S.
Not too long ago former Fed chairman
Paul Volker strongly suggested that
our current boom is driven almost ex-
clusively by the major international
firms in the high-tech industry and the
40 industrials. Clearly, this is due to
the fact that these few giant monopo-
lies dominate the world market. There-
fore, this boom reflects less what is
happening here in America than what
is going on in the world to these few
monopolies’ financial benefit.

I am not entirely complaining. Where
these few giant firms are concerned,
some American workers do benefit. But
more foreign workers benefit than
American. More investors and owners
benefit than workers; more very
wealthy individuals than the middle
class bedrock.

My problem is that Greenspan’s Fed
seems to believe money does not mat-
ter; that we can create vast sums of
cash and pump it into financial mar-
kets at will, manipulate the Adjusted
Monetary Base to even greater height
or plummet to the depths. All this is
done toward long-term price stability?
Has Greenspan so rejected Milton
Friedman’s theory that to do so one
guarantees inflationary pressures in
the road ahead along with savage cor-
rections when actions become nec-
essary by, once again, the same Fed?

Can Greenspan seriously argue the
Fed has not created the worst bubble in
history; the worst speculation ever wit-
nessed, with millions of day traders
gambling their small fortunes on meek
wills, wishing to become, each of them,
another Bill Gates? Clearly, Greenspan
has sent a signal once again to inves-
tors that the stock market bears no
risk for the middle class citizen.

During 1995, it was Mexico’s turn
again, and as Pringle pointed out, ‘‘The
American administration panicked.
Again, the Federal Reserve was there
to help, even though there was less rea-
son for central banks to get involved
than in 1982, since there was less risk
to the international banking system.’’

And as Pringle goes on to state,
‘‘Again, European bankers were an-
noyed at the lack of consultation. You
do not need to be a populist politician
to expect that Wall Street was calling
the shots, especially with former senior
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partner of Goldman Sachs, Robert
Rubin, as U.S. Treasury Secretary.’’

We have witnessed some rather dis-
turbing policy stratagems in just, say
the last 10 months or so. Greenspan’s
Fed began around August and Sep-
tember of last year to expand the
money supply, the Adjusted Monetary
Base, from around $500 billion to nearly
$625 billion, a $70 billion runup, in an-
ticipation of potential Y2K effects.
This enormous expansion flowed di-
rectly into financial markets and
helped create the enormous boom in
stock prices prior to that year’s end.
The speculation was seen primarily in
high-tech stocks.

Then comes the sudden and nearly
precisely the same spike downward of
the same Adjusted Monetary Base
right after the year ends and year 2000
begins. There are no problems with
Y2K. This spike downward lasted until
about April of the year 2000. We know
the savage corrections the stock mar-
ket displayed, and there were more los-
ers than winners. All we ever hear
about are the winners, not the thou-
sands or millions of losers.

And why do we hear so little about
the losers in the media? Because, so
the argument goes, the market re-
turned almost to normal. The market
bounced back, so the argument goes.
Certainly, as the Fed began once again
to pump up the monetary base around
April. But the losers remain losers, and
lost homes, businesses and bank-
ruptcies continue to reach all-time
highs; personal debt, especially credit
card debt and equity finance debt, have
reached unheard of levels. This is the
speculation? No, let us call it what it
really is: Gambling. This is the gam-
bling that is today our U.S. stock mar-
ket.

We will not hear the White House
complain. Only praise for Clinton’s ap-
pointee shall be sounding out, ringing
out the bell in praise for White House
management of the economy. We will
not hear that from the very speculative
bubble created during the last 6
months of 1999. We will not hear that
from the quickest investors, who took
their profits before the inevitable
downturn and before the corrections
came.

Investors paid handsomely for their
gains in capital gains taxes levied. It is
no surprise to Fed watchers that the
taxes collected from capital gains near-
ly equaled the much-hailed govern-
ment surplus, which Clinton soberly
explained was due to his wise leader-
ship of the economy. If the surplus was
really generated by the wise leadership
of the White House, why has the gov-
ernment’s debt not been going down?
And we should not confuse the govern-
ment debt with some mythical bal-
anced budget.

For a Federal central bank, the con-
centration of power at the top is very
marked. True, although the Board of
Governors sets the discount rate and
reserve requirements, the execution of
monetary policy on an ongoing basis is

decided by the larger 12-member Fed-
eral Open Market Committee. But the
FMOC brings only five voting Reserve
Bank presidents, to which the New
York bank is always one, leaving the
Washington governors in the majority.
And the influence of the chairman
alone can be sometimes near to over-
whelming.

On an historical note, and I taught
history and government, so forgive me,
Congress insisted on scattering 12 Fed-
eral Reserve banks across the country
when the system was devised so the
east could not restrict credit else-
where. Interestingly, these regional
Feds were chartered as private institu-
tions in which local banks owned all
the stock. That is still true today, with
the outside directors on the board of a
Federal Reserve a mix of representa-
tives from small and large member
banks in the district, as well as rep-
resentatives from industry, commerce
and the public.

What was intended here was a sort of
balancing; three bankers with six non-
bankers on each Federal Reserve
Board. Supposedly, this would put the
lenders at a disadvantage to the bor-
rowing classes, which would outnumber
the lenders six to three. The boards
choose the Federal Reserve Bank presi-
dents, always from the lending class,
but do so only with the approval of the
seven-member Federal Reserve Board
in Washington. Thus, we can readily
see that bankers, lenders, clearly domi-
nate the Federal Reserve System itself.

Even though at the regional Feds the
distinction I just made is superficially
valid, many of the nonbank directors
are tied inextricably to banking itself,
or sit on separate boards of directors
where bankers rest as well. Nor is the
public sector category so clear. Many
nonindustry participants on these
boards have close ties to banking and
banking’s network of consultants, aca-
demics and financial management roles
clearly bank related.

Just how much power any one re-
gional president has is still debated in
inner circles. Previous efforts at re-
stricting Reserve Bank presidents’
powers have been dismissed on the
grounds that their powers were a prop-
er delegation of authority by Congress.
Allowing that the Federal Reserve is a
quasi-government agency, it remains
the only government agency in which
private individuals, along with govern-
ment-appointed individuals, together
make government policy.

I will repeat that. The only govern-
ment agency in which private individ-
uals, along with government-appointed
individuals, together make government
policy.

It remains a solid fact that these re-
gional bank presidents cast extremely
important votes on public policies that
in the present as well as the future af-
fect the economic lives of every Amer-
ican.

b 2030
Yet, and this is the point to my di-

gression, they lack the public account-

ability because they lack the public le-
gitimacy to be making these decisions,
especially these kinds of decisions,
some of whose recent effects I have just
pointed out.

Nobody can deny any longer that the
Federal Reserve system dominates the
U.S. economy, that its decisions, more
than even so-called market forces, a
sham notion under managed competi-
tion in any case, affect everybody’s
lives and well-being, that within the
decision-making process delegated to
the Federal Reserve, the Board of Gov-
ernors clearly dominates the process,
that within that Board of Governors,
the chairman, and this is not intended
to single out Mr. Greenspan but to
apply to all past and present and future
chairmen, that the chairman domi-
nates the board.

If all this does not concern this Con-
gress, then history will record the re-
sult.

f

TRIBUTE TO VETERANS OF PA-
CIFIC THEATER IN WORLD WAR
II

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HUNTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER-
WOOD) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am
taking this opportunity for a one-hour
special order to pay homage to the vet-
erans of the Pacific Theater during
World War II and especially for those
who participated in the battles for
Guam and Saipan as part of a con-
flagration sometimes referred to as the
Marianas Turkey Shoot, one of the
greatest naval victories during World
War II.

On July 21, at the end of this week,
the people of Guam will be celebrating
the liberation of Guam. It is the day
that commemorates the landing of the
Third Marine Division on the shores of
Asan and the First Marine Provisional
Brigade supported by the 77th Army In-
fantry in Agat.

I want to send my greetings to the
veterans of that conflict as well as to
draw and honor and pay respect to not
only the U.S. forces who liberated
Guam from Japanese occupiers but also
to remember the people of Guam and
the suffering that they endured during
the Japanese occupation.

Japanese troops had earlier bombed
and invaded Guam on December 8 and
10, 1941, as part of Japan’s attacks on
U.S. forces in the Pacific, including the
attack, of course, on Pearl Harbor and
on the Philippines, both areas having
also significant U.S. forces.

This commemoration, which I do an-
nually and which is marked by a laying
of the wreath at the Tomb of the Un-
knowns, which I did last week, will
honor the American veterans and re-
member the sacrifices of the people of
Guam and will serve as a tribute for
the necessity for peace. For it is only
in the remembrance of the horrors of
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war do we really truly remain vigilant
in our quest for peace.

My purpose this evening is to give an
historical perspective to the events we
are commemorating on Guam and to
enhance the understanding of people
across the Nation of the wartime expe-
rience of the people of Guam and the
post-war legacy which has framed the
relationship of my island to the rest of
the United States. It is a story that is
a microcosm of the heroism of the sol-
diers everywhere and the suffering of
civilians in occupied areas during
World War II.

But, as is sometimes not understood
about Guam, Guam is a unique story
all to itself and it is an experience of
dignity in the midst of political and
wartime machinations of larger powers
over small peoples and, as well, as a
story of loyalty to America, a dem-
onstration of loyalty that has not been
asked of any civilian community dur-
ing the entire 20th century.

Guam, which had been an American
territory since the end of the Spanish-
American War in 1898, was invaded in
the early morning hours of December
10, 1941. Thus began a 32-month epic
struggle of the indigenous people of
Guam, the Chamorro people, to main-
tain their dignity and to survive during
an occupation by a brutal oppressor.

In the months leading up to the war
in the Pacific, American military plan-
ners had decided that it was not fea-
sible to defend Guam against possible
invasion forces by Japanese forces in
the surrounding areas. All of the areas
in Micronesia, save for Guam, were in
the hands of the Japanese under a
League of Nations mandate and the
most significant Japanese installations
being held in Saipan a hundred miles to
the north and the naval forces in the
Truc Lagoon some 350 miles to the
south.

This decision was made because the
war plans up to that time had called
for several fixed fortifications on Guam
that required congressional appropria-
tions; and, unfortunately, due to rap-
idly moving events in the Pacific and
tight military budgets, Guam did not
receive the necessary funds to build
any defenses in anticipation of World
War II, a conflagration which everyone
in the Pacific expected to occur at
some time.

When the Japanese landed, they
found 153 Marines, 271 naval personnel,
and 134 workers associated with the
Pan American clipper station and some
20,000 Chamorros who were at that time
under a status called United States na-
tionals. All American military depend-
ents had been evacuated from Guam in
anticipation of the war, with the last
ship having left on October 17, 1941,
pursuant to an order of the Naval Gov-
ernor Captain McMillan.

The other vulnerable territory, the
Aleutian Islands in Alaska, were simi-
larly threatened by their proximity to
Japanese forces. However, in that in-
stance, the army evacuated all of the
civilians off of the Aleutian inhab-

itants in anticipation of the Japanese
invasion, thus sparing the people of the
Aleutian Islands enemy occupation. So
that it ended up that the Chamorros,
the U.S. nationals in Guam, were alone
among American civilian communities
to withstand the onslaught of an
enemy occupation.

To demonstrate how Chamorros were
treated distinctively, a handful of
Chamorros from Guam who worked at
the Pan American station in Wake Is-
land were not evacuated. They were ci-
vilians, and these were people working
for Pan American clipper station in
Wake Island. They were not evacuated.
Whereas, their counterparts, American
U.S. citizens civilians, were.

The end result was that this handful
of Chamorro civilian and construction
workers ended up fighting like Marines
in the battle for Wake Island, and
many of them died and were placed in
prison camps. And after a long cam-
paign, we were able to provide those
Wake Island defenders with the bene-
fits of veteran status as a result of
their battle efforts at Wake Island dur-
ing World War II.

For the actual defense of Guam, it
fell to the Guam Insular Guard and the
Guam militia comprised of civilian re-
serve forces, along with a handful of
Marines and sailors. The Japanese in-
vasion force, numbering some 5,000,
easily overwhelmed the American de-
fenders. And ironically, the only ones
who really fired any shots in anger
with the Japanese were members of the
Guam Insular Guard, who had set up a
couple of machine gun nests in defense
of the plaza and the governor’s offices.

The signal that the Japanese had
used to indicate that they had now
taken over the island was to lay an
American flag on the grounds of the
plaza. This was early in the morning,
so the sun had not fully risen, and to
flash flashlights over it to signal air-
craft overhead.

Throughout the ordeal of the occupa-
tion, the Chamorro people maintained
their loyalty to America and their
faith that American forces would soon
return to liberate them. The resistance
against the occupation manifested
itself in many, many forms but none so
powerful and costly as the effort to
help American servicemen who had de-
cided not to surrender.

Along with their other fellow service-
men, seven U.S. sailors decided not to
surrender and they were captured one
by one. Each in turn was hunted down
and killed by the Japanese occupiers.

One fortunate sailor evaded capture
throughout the entire 32 months of oc-
cupation with the assistance of the
people at the cost of numerous beat-
ings and even beheadings. The story of
this one sailor, George Tweed, was
made into a movie entitled No Man Is
an Island.

The actual liberation of Guam began
on July 21, 1944, and was preceded by a
serious bombardment which began in
mid June. This was a time when they
thought the invasion of Guam was

going to be an immediate follow-up to
the invasion of Saipan in June of 1944.

After they began their preinvasion
bombardment of the coast of Guam,
they were called back only 2 hours
after the initiation of the bombard-
ment because of the ferocity of the bat-
tle for Saipan. So the invasion was ac-
tually called off for a period of about 5
weeks.

During the intervening 5 weeks fol-
lowing the original naval attack, the
onslaught of cruelty endured by the
Chamorros on Guam from their occu-
piers was incessant. This gave actually
5 weeks for Japanese forces to reinforce
their position in full anticipation and,
of course, gave them additional oppor-
tunity to mass the people on one side
of the island. This increased brutality
and intensity of the atrocities and
marked the beginning of the end of the
21⁄2 year enemy occupation.

The invasion, dubbed Operation For-
ager was schedule for July 21 and was
preceded by a preinvasion bombard-
ment lasting 13 days.

Now, my colleagues have to under-
stand that this was an island 212 square
miles, had a preinvasion bombardment
lasting 13 days in large measure due to
the experience of the battle of Saipan
and the invasion of Normandy, there
was a lot of rethinking about the na-
ture of preinvasion bombardment.

While this bombardment level most
fortified structures in Guam, it also
acted as a stimulus for further atroc-
ities against the people of Guam. And
as the bombardment continued, the
Chamorros became more restless and
the Japanese, realizing their ensuing
fate, inflicted further brutality and
mass slaughter against my people.

The preinvasion bombardment had
been preceded by numerous air raids
beginning in February 1944, 5 months
earlier. After the bombardment, under-
water demolition teams, UDT teams,
spent 4 days sweeping the shoreline,
making the marine invasion possible.
It is maybe perhaps an apocryphal
story, but the Navy, the UDT, put a
sign on Asan on the shore of Guam say-
ing ‘‘Welcome U.S. Marines’’ signed
‘‘U.S. Navy.’’

The U.S. Marines landed on the nar-
row beaches of Asan and Agat to crawl
up their way to what is now known as
Nimitz Hill. The men of the Third Ma-
rine Division were thrust wave after
wave onto Asan Beach, already littered
with Marines that had come before
them. And once on the shore, the U.S.
troops were in the heart of Japan’s de-
fense fortifications.

This well-thought-out plan led to the
heart of Japan’s defense fortifications
and into the heart of the defense for-
tifications climbing steep ridges.

I had the pleasure of meeting Mr.
William Rose, who came to our wreath
laying in honor of the liberation of
Guam last week, and he was a partici-
pant in this as a 16-year-old Marine. He
was in an advanced team of Marines
and he had lied his way into the Marine
Corps. He had joined at the age of 14;

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 06:02 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00096 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18JY7.186 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H6453July 18, 2000
and he went on to participate in
Tarawa, Guam, and Iwo Jima, all as a
16-year-old.

Simultaneously, the southern beach-
es of Guam were being braved by the
First Marine Brigade. However, this
less formidable, it is a lot flatter area,
was quickly interrupted by the only
Japanese counter attack of the day. It
is also in those beaches that former
Senator Hal Heflin was wounded as a
Marine in Guam.

The people of Guam are a resolute
and tenacious people, as was proved
over 56 years ago as they fought side by
side with the Marine Corps partici-
pating as scouts, lookouts, and even
forming little pockets of armed resist-
ance to Japanese occupiers.

The liberation of Guam is commemo-
rated as a time of solemn memory and
remembrance every year since World
War II, because it is this special strug-
gle of Americans liberating what must
be seen as fellow Americans that serves
as a reminder of the spirit of freedom
and the high cost that must be paid to
maintain it.

b 2045

The Chamorro people suffered severe
privations and cruel injustices under
the 3-year occupation by the Japanese
where hundreds lost their lives. Thus
the mutual and sacrificial experience
of Guam’s liberation holds unique dis-
tinction in the hearts and souls of both
the Marines and the soldiers of the 77th
infantry, and their story is the story of
liberators from without and liberators
from within. One came down from the
mountain while the others came from
the shore and some came from places
called Dededo and Agat and others, the
ones coming in from the ocean, came
from places like Brooklyn and Des
Moines. This special kind of spirit in
the liberation of Guam which was not
seen in any other battle during World
War II was very obvious in the 50th an-
niversary of the liberation of Guam in
1994 when so many thousands of vet-
erans came back, still very tearful,
still very appreciative and still very
understanding of the unique nature of
this battle.

The importance of this particular
battle for the war was very important
to winning the war against Japan. The
defeat of the forces on Saipan and
Guam led to the fall of the Tojo gov-
ernment and the recognition in Japan
that there was no doubt left about the
outcome of the conflict with the
United States. ‘‘Hell is upon us,’’ stat-
ed Admiral Nagano, supreme naval ad-
viser to the Japanese Emperor, and in-
deed it was as the Marianas was used
as the primary location for bombers to
take off from airfields on Guam,
Saipan and Tinian, Harmon, Andersen,
North, Northwest Field, Isley Field,
Kobler Field and other names, very fa-
miliar to the men of the Army Air
Corps, including one of our own distin-
guished members here in the House,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN), who participated in many

bombing raids flying out of Guam, fly-
ing out of what was then North Field
and now what is called Andersen Air
Force Base.

The importance of the Marianas as
the islands from which to prosecute
not only an air war against Japan but
as the jumping off points for further
landings in the Philippines and Oki-
nawa and Iwo Jima became crucial to
final victory. In effect, Apra Harbor on
Guam became the forward naval base
as Pearl Harbor was effectively moved
3,500 miles to the west. And in the
words of the victory at sea treatment
of the battle for Guam, it is said that
Guam became the supermarket of the
Pacific struggle after the recapture in
July of 1944.

From Guam, Admiral Nimitz set up
his headquarters for the balance of the
war. In the island-hopping strategy of
the Pacific, the Marianas Islands were
not to be leapfrogged since they were
an integral part of Japan’s defensive
structure. The ferocity of the Marianas
campaign was an indication of the
blood that was to be shed in later cam-
paigns. On Saipan, the Americans en-
countered a phenomenon that had
never been encountered before but they
would subsequently see in greater and
greater numbers, the site of hundreds
of Japanese soldiers and civilians com-
mitting suicide by jumping off of cliffs
rather than surrendering. At places
that are now called Suicide Cliff and
Banzai Cliff on Saipan, American sol-
diers and Marines could only watch
helplessly as civilian noncombatants
chose death over surrendering to an
enemy that they believed would com-
mit atrocities against them. And while
sporadic kamikaze raids had been en-
countered in some air battles, naval air
battles, nothing could compare to the
mass suicides that stunned the Amer-
ican forces.

All of these factors weighed into the
decision to avoid an invasion of Japan
and the eventual use of atomic bombs
on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Again as
we all know the Marianas played a piv-
otal role in providing the airfield in
Tinian where the bombers loaded with
the world’s first atomic bombs were
launched.

As I have indicated before, there is a
special dimension to the battle for
Guam which was not present in any
other Pacific battle, indeed, any other
battle during World War II. If you look
at it historically, Guam was the only
U.S. territory inhabited by civilians
that had been invaded and occupied by
an enemy power since the war of 1812.

This special relationship between the
liberated and the liberators, the people
who suffered and endured and the peo-
ple who remained loyal and the people
who came to liberate them and free
them from their occupiers is really re-
flected in this very, very special por-
trait. This is a painting of a picture
taken by a serviceman who stumbled
onto two young Chamorro boys and lib-
erated them and these two young
Chamorro boys have two flags that are

basically replicas of what they think
an American flag should look like. It
was clear that when the servicemen
first saw this and they first had the ex-
perience of this, it was reported that
many battle-hardened American serv-
icemen broke down at the sight of
these people and sobbed at the sight of
the children with the handmade Amer-
ican flags, imperfect in their design yet
perfectly clear in what they were rep-
resenting. This was these boys’ presen-
tation of that same flag which had ear-
lier laid on the ground in Guam and
which the Japanese commander waved
the flashlight over as a sign of victory.

The people of Guam had endured
much during the occupation of their is-
land. There was forced labor, particu-
larly in the last few months as the Jap-
anese hurriedly built defense fortifica-
tions and air strips on the labor of men
and boys as young and 13 and 14. There
was confiscation of food to feed the
thousands of Japanese soldiers brought
in from Manchuria as garrisoned troops
to fight off the invasion. This led to
some form of malnutrition affecting all
of the population of Guam, especially
the children. In a postwar study of the
children of Guam, those who were born
after the war were on the average two
inches taller than those children who
were born right at the beginning of the
occupation or just before the occupa-
tion. Those who had grown to adoles-
cence prior to the war were also taller
than the children of the occupation.

And there was the forced marches
and eventual internment in camps near
places called Maimai and Manengon.
Manengon was where most of the peo-
ple went and Manengon today still is a
testimony to that. It has a river run-
ning through it, has lots of bamboo,
lots of coconut palms, it is a very heav-
ily wooded area. As people were
marched, many were shot or bayo-
netted or executed or beaten for mov-
ing too fast or too slow as whole fami-
lies, young and old, made their way in
ox carts and carabao, water buffalos
and just on foot and carrying each
other. And in the camps, the people
stayed for weeks with no food, waiting
for their deliverance and hoping that
the Japanese would not carry out the
threats to kill them all which of course
were numerous and in many instances
the Japanese did try to carry out some
of these threats.

In this entire panorama of experi-
ence, there were naturally heroic sto-
ries and very dramatic tales. But most
experienced the war as a time in which
their families were put at risk. My par-
ents lost three children during the war.
Two were buried in areas that my
mother can remember but which we
cannot really find today. My elder
brothers and sisters became so ill. One
was so malnourished, the stomach
walls almost became transparent. I am
the only child in my family that was
born after World War II. For most peo-
ple, this was a very typical experience,
a very common experience. For most
Chamorros, the war challenged them in
these very direct ways.
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There is an element to this story

which does have a legislative end to it
and which needs some resolution to it.
A lot has been said about the sacrifices
made by U.S. citizens and our allies
during the war in the Pacific, World
War II. The story that I just told about
the people of Guam has not really been
fully understood in the context of how,
what do you do with the experiences of
these people. The people of Guam at
the time of the Japanese occupation
were not U.S. citizens. They were in a
category of people called U.S. nation-
als. That is to say, they were in polit-
ical limbo, fully anticipating that one
day they would become U.S. citizens.
Because they were in this particular
situation, in 1948 the U.S. Congress
passed a law that compensated U.S.
citizens for their experience during
World War II, including forced labor
and internment. The people of Guam
were not included in that legislation
because, A, they were not U.S. citizens
at the time and there was a bill that
Congress had passed in 1945 designed to
give them property compensation but
not compensation for the trials and
tribulations. The way the law that was
passed for Guam worked was that if
you wanted to make a claim beyond
$5,000, you had to personally come to
Washington, D.C. and present your
claim to a Navy committee with some
congressional involvement. Of course,
in 1945 most people on Guam were sim-
ply trying to piece their lives together,
so not much happened. So what hap-
pened with most people in Guam is
that the Navy officials who were adju-
dicating these claims on Guam would
simply offer a dollar amount for an in-
jury. In one instance, a real life exam-
ple, a gentleman got $90 compensation
for loss of his thumb. Another family
got $300 compensation for loss of their
father. When the 1948 law was passed, it
offered, of course, a whole range of dif-
ferent options and an unending time
period in which to resolve these claims
that would arise out of the activities of
the Japanese government. At the time
the theory was that the U.S. Govern-
ment had confiscated much Japanese
property, had frozen all Japanese as-
sets. This was the pool of money
through which people who suffered at
the hands of the Japanese were going
to be compensated. The people of Guam
were not included in that legislation.

In 1950, the people of Guam were de-
clared U.S. citizens. A few months
later, Japan and the United States
signed a peace treaty which then stat-
ed that U.S. citizens could not file
claims against Japan for the experi-
ence of the war. It was kind of a hold
harmless which is very common in
peace treaties. So here we have a situa-
tion where in a very literal sense, the
people of Guam fell through the cracks
on this war reparations effort. Because
they were not U.S. citizens, they were
not included in the 1948 law. Two years
later they were declared U.S. citizens,
a few months later they were not al-
lowed to submit claims against Japan

and they were still not included in the
1948 law. In 1962, this law was then re-
amended in Congress, but at that time
the people of Guam were still not in-
cluded in the law. There was no rep-
resentation of anyone from Guam in
1962 here in the House of Representa-
tives. As a consequence, that effort did
not include the people of Guam.

So what I have done is there is a
piece of legislation which has the sup-
port of members of the Committee on
the Judiciary. I am proud to say that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
who is himself a veteran of the conflict
in the Philippines fully understands
and supports this effort. I am proud to
say DANIEL INOUYE over in the Senate
has a companion measure which is ba-
sically identical to the measure which
has been reported out of the Com-
mittee on Resources, which is to create
a commission to study the claims of
the people of Guam, those who still re-
main of the original 20,000 who sur-
vived the occupation, probably less
than 6 or 7,000 remain today as living
embodiments of that experience, to
study the claims and for the commis-
sion to make recommendations regard-
ing that.

I am hopeful that this legislation will
see the light of day and that it will
bring to light and bring honor and
memory to the people who did suffer.
Many names come to mind in this ef-
fort that we have undertaken and we
have tried to move this legislation over
many years. I cannot let this rest with-
out again bringing honor to one indi-
vidual in particular, a young lady at
the time by the name of Beatrice
Floris who later on married Mr.
Emsley, Beatrice Floris Emsley who as
a 13-year-old survived an attempted be-
heading by Japanese soldiers. They at-
tempted to behead her. She felt a
thump, she was dumped into a shallow
grave, left for dead for 2 days, finally
dug her way out, it was a shallow grave
so she could still breathe, and for the
next 3 days kind of wandered aimlessly
until American soldiers discovered her.

b 2100
The interesting thing about Mrs.

Emsley, and she was a great woman, is
that she never liked to talk about this
experience. Of course, it was a very
painful experience. There are not very
many people who would survive an at-
tempted beheading. And if any of us
have ever seen stories of these atroc-
ities, that was a favored method of exe-
cution, simply a big Samurai sword
would come down and basically make a
fatal cut in your neck, sometimes de-
capitating people right on the first
stroke.

This young lady at the age of 13 did
not like to talk about it. I remember
when I was in high school I used to see
her, and we would always say, did you
get to see Mrs. Emsley’s scar? Some-
times young people, not being as sen-
sitive as they should be, would take
note of it.

Mrs. Emsley proved to be the most
courageous spokesperson for this gen-

eration of a very courageous people, be-
cause we would ask her to come to
Congress to tell her story, and she
would. She did so at great personal sac-
rifice and discomfort for herself, but
her words were remarkably free of any
bitterness.

She never said anything that could
be considered unkind. She never said a
hostile word. She only recounted the
experience and the brutality of the war
and then made a special plea for rec-
ognition of the Chamorro people of
Quam.

The very first piece of legislation
that I was able to pass as a Member of
this body, and I did so with the assist-
ance of the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. VENTO), at that time who was
chair of the Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands, to him I owe
a great debt for helping me with this,
and Mrs. Emsley, was to construct a
memorial wall of the war in the Pacific
National Park.

There is only one national park that
is devoted to the attention to the war
on the Pacific, and that happens to be
in Quam. We did build a memorial wall
listing all of the people, the soldiers
and the Marines and servicemen, who
died in the Liberation of Quam and the
People of Quam who died and were in-
jured and who were subjected to force
labor interment.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, Mrs.
Emsley has since passed away. I cannot
let any commemoration of the Libera-
tion of Quam pass without drawing spe-
cial attention to her courage and her
dedication and her genuine humanity.

Today, as we try to resolve these
issues, it brings attention that Quam
has a very important role, not only in
World War II, but also today. And as
Quam’s Representative here in the
House of Representatives, as a Member
of the House Committee on Armed
Services, I have frequently maintained
and tell the message that the Euro-cen-
tric focus, much of our attention, not
only economically but sometimes in
terms of strategic vision, is an anach-
ronistic vestige of a by-gone-era.

We often heard the cliche that the
last 100 years was known as the Amer-
ican Century, and that the next 100
years will be known as the Pacific Cen-
tury. After World War II, America’s
Asian presence was relegated to bases
in Japan and the Philippines and the
Pacific Islands.

All of these things have happened
since then, the Cold War and Quam’s
vital part in the Cold War, and also its
part as a staging area again for the Ko-
rean conflict, as a major B–52 base for
the Vietnam conflict, as a very impor-
tant part of the network of basing and
forward presence of the United States
in Asia and being a part of the Cold
War struggle; now we are beyond the
Cold War, but the importance of Quam
has, nevertheless, taken on new dimen-
sions as we try to figure out what we
are going to do in that part of the
world.

Quam is the only American territory
on the other side of the dateline that
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has a $10 billion military infrastruc-
ture. It is the only place where Amer-
ican forces can operate with complete
freedom and mobility without having
to consult local authorities or foreign
countries. It is the place which dem-
onstrates and which continues to dem-
onstrate that America is a Pacific
power and an Asian power.

As we contemplate what we are going
to do in the 21st Century, and as we de-
termine what is going to be our strat-
egy on strategic vision in the 21st Cen-
tury, and it would be, I think, sim-
plistic to simply say that China has
somehow replaced the Soviet Union,
but we certainly need to consider what
the challenge of China means to us as
we consider all of those elements and
all of the areas that could go wrong,
that could provide serious involvement
of American forces, whether it is
things going wrong in Southeast Asia,
as we look at what is going on in Indo-
nesia, and the problems with the rebels
in the Philippines and the disputes
over the Spratlys or the issues that are
pertaining to Taiwan and China, or the
possibility of a Korean conflict on the
Korean Peninsula, which hopefully will
dissipate over time; all of that has
Quam as a very important part of it.

Even in a more peaceful scenario in
the Pacific, if we pull out of Quam, if
we pull back from Quam, we are really
going to pull out of the eastern hemi-
sphere. We are really going to have to
pull back all the way to Hawaii, and
that would basically mean that the
United States is no longer an Asian
power.

In the early part of the 1990s, there
was a lot of knee-jerking, I believe, in
the military that tended to deempha-
size the importance of Quam. The mili-
tary until recently not only dramati-
cally reduced their presence on Quam,
but closed down a ship repair facility,
forced thousands of loyal civil service
workers to leave the island through
very ill-advised commercial
outsourcing studies. In order to bal-
ance this, we are happy to see that
there is a new emphasis on East Asia.

We on Quam recognize that we live in
a very important neighborhood where
global stability and economic growth
will hinge upon the delicate regional
interplay of security, trade and the
peaceful resolution of grievances.

The Pentagon’s reexamination of the
role of Quam within this is refreshing
and prudent and necessary. What re-
mains to be seen, however, is whether
this renewed look will result in re-
newed commitment, and that is
through budgetary support and con-
crete action. In any case, the people of
Quam stand ready to join the military
in a renewed partnership.

July 21, the end of this week, will
mark the 56th anniversary of the Lib-
eration of Quam. In Quam, this is the
single biggest holiday. Its recognition
of the unique nature of the history of
the island, commemorating not just
the fact that the Marines and the sol-
diers conducted themselves in a heroic

way to defeat what was ultimately a
brutal, oppressive enemy, but it is also
a commemoration of the fact that the
Chamorro people were tested severely;
they not only survived, but they proved
that they could thrive under the most
difficult circumstances.

Mr. Speaker, in that interplay be-
tween the Chamorro capacity to sur-
vive and the Chamorro capacity to deal
with adversity and the fact that the
Americans did come back and the fact
that the Chamorro people were them-
selves Americans, it is in that inter-
play that makes this particular com-
memoration, I think, unique amongst
all the other commemorations of World
War II and why it continues to have a
very powerful hold upon the people of
Quam.

If one can understand the scene of
Quam as in Washington, D.C. or any-
place else here, it is seen as a very iso-
lated community, a very insulated
community. All of my days as a child,
I looked forward to Liberation Day. We
had a great parade. We would see lots
of recreations of the war experience.
We would see a lot of military people
parade up and down. We would see a lot
of community floats, and there would
just be a lot of spirit of contentment
and commemoration mixed with happi-
ness and laughing and also some seri-
ous reflection upon this.

We also had at that time the Island’s
only successful carnival, islandwide
carnival. It would be what would be
seen here as a county fair atmosphere.
All of those things together really ce-
mented our understanding of what it
means to be American.

I have to say this with a very strong
sense of pride in my people and the
people that have brought me here to
Washington, D.C. to represent them
that they did something that is re-
markable, is historical and stands as a
great testimony to their potential,
their loyalty, their devotion to duty
and their commitment and their capac-
ity to survive. As we deal with legisla-
tion here in the House, or as we deal
with what sometimes appears to be
very mundane matters, when compared
to the kinds of sacrifices and tribu-
lations that we pay homage to, at a
time when we reflect upon great con-
flagrations like World War II, it really
is with a sense of awe and a sense of
deep satisfaction that I am able to rep-
resent them.

Later on this week, ironically, there
will be a time to review the World War
II memorial, which will be built here
on the Mall. There is some level of con-
troversy as to whether to build a me-
morial to World War II. There is some
people who are saying that it is an in-
trusion on the Mall between the Wash-
ington Monument and the Lincoln Me-
morial, and that somehow or another
this will somehow change the nature of
that.

It is hard to believe and it is hard to
imagine that there will be people actu-
ally opposed to a World War II memo-
rial, only someone who is totally out of

touch with historical reality would fail
to understand what World War II
means to the lives of everyone alive
today in the world.

I do want to point out that there was
a particular dimension of the memo-
rial, which was envisioned when the
very first memorial was proposed for
World War II, it had 50 pillars. I in-
quired of the people that were building
the memorial. I said what did the 50
pillars stand for? They said they stand
for each of the 50 States, and this is
how we are going to commemorate
World War II. I said where is the pillar
for Quam? They said that is not a
State. It is not part of the thinking
that went into it.

I was incredulous, because given just
the remarkable story that I have told
about the unique circumstance of the
battle for Quam and the occupation
and then the return of the Americans
to Quam and all the unique Americans
liberating, in effect, other Americans,
that that story for this memorial was
now not going to be included. So there
proceeded a series of discussions over
time.

I pointed out to them your memorial
is historically inaccurate. There were
only 48 States at the time of World War
II. So what does that mean for Alaska
and Hawaii? You said you are not hon-
oring territories, but Alaska and Ha-
waii were territories at the time.

So after a series of discussions, we
have now settled on 56 pillars. I am
very happy to report that at least we
had a little bit of a victory in getting
people to understand the true impact
of World War II and the true dimension
of all the contributions of all of those
people who live under the flag and who
participated in a very direct way in
World War II.

f

b 2115

COLORADO AND ITS NATIONAL
PARKS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, tonight I
want to talk about a number of sub-
jects but before I do, first of all, I want
to address the preceding speaker, the
gentleman from Guam (Mr. UNDER-
WOOD). I thought his comments were
excellent.

I would like to note that my father,
who now lives in Glenwood Springs,
Colorado, fought off Guam when he was
18 or 19 years old, and we are proud of
him for that. Three times a week, I
guess, they would fly off to bomb
Japan. He is one who I wish I would
have known the gentleman was making
his comments this evening. I would
have had my father tune in. He would
have enjoyed the gentleman’s com-
ments.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. MCINNIS. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Guam.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes, I have met

the gentleman’s father, and it is with a
great source of pride that I continue to
meet many people that were touched
by the battle for Guam, and on behalf
of the people of Guam I want to ac-
knowledge the gentleman’s father’s ef-
forts and thank him very much for par-
ticipating in the history of Guam.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, the com-
ments of the gentleman from Guam
(Mr. UNDERWOOD) were excellent. I ap-
preciate that.

I also this evening wish to pass on
my condolences to the people of the
State of Georgia and to the people
throughout this country who knew
Senator COVERDELL who passed away
earlier today. It is a sad moment back
at the U.S. Capitol when there is a per-
son who is really a gentleman and a
scholar and a dignitary within his own
ranks pass away. I know that the Sen-
ator has gone on to a finer life, as we
all dream of, but his acknowledgments
and his achievements while he was a
United States Senator, while I had the
opportunity to work with him as a
House Member, are tremendous. He
will not be forgotten. He will be long
remembered in these chambers, and in
his own chambers over on the Senate
side.

So for the Members and citizens of
the State of Georgia and for all citizens
of the United States, Georgia, your loss
was our loss and we pass on our deepest
sympathies.

Mr. Speaker, this evening I want to
talk again a little bit about Colorado.
I want to talk about how a community
has come together. A community of
ranchers, a community of environ-
mental people, a community of busi-
ness leaders, a community of regular
citizens, a community of water experts
have come together as a team and to-
morrow we are about to pass out of the
Committee on Resources one of the
most significant bills to come out for
the State of Colorado in many years
called the Colorado Canyons Bill.

In order to set you up this evening so
that you can properly follow me
through this bill, which I think by the
way is very interesting, I do not think
you will be bored at all this evening, I
first of all would like to just give a lit-
tle preamble, as you might say, or
some basic facts for you to consider.

First of all, the bill covers an area in
the Third Congressional District of the
State of Colorado. That is the district
that I represent here in the House of
Representatives. The Third Congres-
sional District of Colorado is well-
known throughout the United States.
It contains all or most all of the ski re-
sorts in Colorado and has many com-
munities known throughout the United
States, communities like Aspen, Colo-
rado, some of the world class skiing;
communities like Telluride, Colorado,
with some of the most beautiful moun-
tain terrain you can find; Beaver
Creek, Colorado; Vale, Colorado;

Steamboat Springs, Colorado; Glen-
wood Springs, Colorado; Durango, Colo-
rado; Grand Junction, Colorado, nu-
merous ski areas and many of the con-
stituents of my colleagues have prob-
ably rafted on the Colorado River, the
Rhine Fork River, up in the Green
River or on the White River or on the
Blue River or in the Arkansas River.
All of these rivers have something to
do or originate, many of them origi-
nate, and certainly they all flow
through, the Third Congressional Dis-
trict of Colorado.

There is something else very unique
about the State of Colorado and the
Third Congressional District in that
the eastern border, and I will show this
on a map later on if we have an oppor-
tunity to get into multiple use, but on
a map that I will show you later on
from the eastern border, which sim-
plified as a description, is basically a
highway called the I–25 interstate from
Wyoming to New Mexico. The Third
District, by the way, is larger geo-
graphically than the State of Florida,
but on that eastern border, clear to the
Atlantic Ocean, there is very little
Federal land ownership, but from the
eastern border of this Third Congres-
sional District to the Pacific Ocean
there are huge amounts of Federal land
ownership.

As a result, when we deal with land
issues in the West, we deal with much,
much more with what is called public
lands. In the East, you do not deal with
the public lands near, not even close to
the extent that we do in the West. It is
simply because you do not have a lot of
them in the East. So the circumstances
in the East when it comes to public
lands are different.

In my opinion, a lot of understanding
of the people in the East, and this is
not, by the way, a criticism of the peo-
ple of the East, it is simply kind of an
educational basis to let you know that
we have to spend a lot of time in the
West trying to educate our colleagues
in the East. There is something that
you have to know about public lands,
and public lands, if it has one positive,
really positive thing about it, is any
time action is taken it really requires
much more of a team effort than if you
are dealing just with private prop-
erties.

Now in the Third Congressional Dis-
trict, it is unique in the State of Colo-
rado as well because of its water re-
sources. In the Third Congressional
District of Colorado, we have 80 per-
cent of the State’s water resources.
Outside the borders of the Third Con-
gressional District in the State of Colo-
rado, we have 80 percent of the popu-
lation. So you can see that water is a
constant, a constant asset that needs
to be managed, a constant item of de-
bate. Not only that, the Third Congres-
sional District supplies water not only
for the rest of the State of Colorado,
but it also is a supplier of water for
many, many States in the union and it
also includes the country of Mexico.

Now, water is important. Out in the
West, it has been often said that the

people in the East sometimes think it
rains in the West like it does in the
East. It does not. In the West, we are a
very arid State. In the West, we really
have, for the most part, as much water
as we can possibly use for about 60 to 90
days. That is called the spring run-off,
but after that run-off, in the West, if
we do not have the capability to store
the water we do not get the water. So
water storage is a critical element of
survival in the West, and water storage
with Federal facilities or water storage
on public lands is necessary, not be-
cause we randomly decided that we
wanted to put it on government lands
but because we have no choice.

Most of the lands out there are
owned by the Federal Government or
the State government or the local gov-
ernment. For example, in the East, if
you want to go and have a pipeline
built or a highway built or you want to
put a fence up, you go to your local
city council for your planning and zon-
ing or you go to your county or you go
to your state. Most of the time,
though, it is a local authority that you
go to.

In the West, in many, many cases,
when we have to do something like
that, we end up going to the Bureau of
Land Management, to the U.S. Forest
Service, to Washington, D.C. It is here
many, many miles away that planning
is done for the lands of which we live
on out in the West. So it does require
a team effort, and the Colorado Can-
yons Bill is a result of a concentrated
good faith effort by many, many dif-
ferent people.

So tonight my first subject is to kind
of walk us all through the Colorado
Canyons legislation, legislation which,
as I mentioned previously, will be up in
committee tomorrow; I am confident
will pass with strong bipartisan, strong
bipartisan support, and I would hope
would be able to pass these chambers
next week on suspension so that we can
take it to the Senate where Senator
BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL has agreed
to carry the bill throughout the Sen-
ate, and I think we will meet with the
same type of success. So let us talk and
begin our adventure with Colorado
Canyons.

Grand Junction, Colorado, located in
the western part of the State of Colo-
rado, a community of about 90,000, has
a magnificent national monument ad-
jacent to it. If you are a resident of
Grand Junction, Colorado, you can ac-
tually access the national monument
from anywhere in Grand Junction at
the most in 15 minutes. For many peo-
ple, you can access the national monu-
ment in less than 5 minutes.

The painting that I have displayed to
my left is a water color painting that
hangs in my office that demonstrates
just exactly what the Colorado Na-
tional Monument looks like. It is mag-
nificent, and if you have an oppor-
tunity to go to Colorado it is worth the
trip to go to Grand Junction just to see
the Colorado National Monument.

Let me say, by the way, as kind of a
little plug for the State of Colorado
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and the Third Congressional District,
we have many national parks; the Col-
orado Rocky Mountain National Park.
We have national monuments, the
Great Sand Dunes National Monu-
mental; the Mesa Verde National Park
down in the southwestern corner; the
Black Canyon National Park, a new na-
tional park over near Gunnison, Colo-
rado.

If you really want to see some beau-
ty, go to Colorado, but on your way go
see the Colorado National Monument.
This is a good demonstration. The rock
structures that you see in the national
monument, I would guess that rock
structure there is probably 300, 400 feet
high, and the echoes that you can hear
through the canyons and up on top ap-
pears an area that we call the Glade
Park area. It is beautiful. Believe it or
not, it looks like kind of a desert set-
ting down here amongst these rocks,
but as you get up on top on the mesa it
is very, very heavily wooded with
aspen trees and lots of water. It is
beautiful up on top of the Glade Park.

The Grand Mesa, by the way, is an-
other area just opposite of it that you
would also want to visit if you go to
Grand Junction.

Well, our key is that this national
monument we in our local community
take great pride in that national
monument. We also have excellent
community relationships with the
Park Service who runs the national
monument. We also have excellent
community relationships with the Bu-
reau of Land Management which man-
ages the Federal land outside the
boundaries of the park, and in some
areas the U.S. Forest Service, of which
we also have excellent community re-
lationships with, in the West when the
government, when the Federal Govern-
ment, is on these public lands they find
that most cooperation is reached, the
highest level of cooperation is reached,
when you take the time to sit down
with the local people and listen to
them and talk with them and live in
their communities and live the kind of
life they live.

As you know throughout the history
of this Nation, ever since the Home-
stead Act and the days of the early pio-
neers in those mountains, we have
found that there is a high level of co-
operation that can be reached. Gen-
erally when that cooperation begins to
fall apart is when an outsider comes in
and thinks they know best. Now in
some cases some outsiders can come in
and they have a positive contribution
to make to our effort, and they want to
participate and they are entitled to
participate, but it is when we get some-
body in there who thinks they know
better, who does not understand the
nature of living on public lands, who
does not understand the impact of
what public lands does to a commu-
nity, both the positive impacts and the
negative impacts. Well, the Colorado
Canyons bill really began as a result of
some people who wanted to take the
Colorado National Monument, and I

will put a poster up with that. This will
give us a little better idea of the geog-
raphy that we are talking about. Right
here this would be Grand Junction,
Colorado. Over in this area right here
is the Colorado National Monument.
Well, what had happened is that for
some reason, and I am not sure why,
but a group of people or one individual
or a few individuals decided that what
should happen is that the Secretary of
Interior should expand the boundaries
of the Colorado National Monument to
take in, we are not sure exactly what
the exact borders were but pretty much
this entire area and expand the na-
tional monument.

Now some of the justification for this
theory of expansion was the fact that
it would be better under Park manage-
ment. This is all Federal land right in
here. The white, by the way, is pri-
vately-held land. That to expand the
monument into this area was necessary
because the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment perhaps was not capable of man-
aging the land the way that it should
be managed.

Frankly, that was a bunch of hog-
wash. Some people say, well, the BLM
and the Park Service they do not get
along out there. We ought to put it all
under Park Service oversight. That,
too, was a bunch of hogwash. In fact,
the border between the Colorado Na-
tional Monument and the area in the
yellow, in other words this area in pur-
ple and the area in the yellow here,
that is perhaps the friendliest border
between the Park Service and the Bu-
reau of Land Management that exists
in the country. We have great people
out there with BLM and with Park
Service and they have good
cooperation.

b 2130

It is not necessary to expand that
monument in my opinion. But not long
ago, several months ago, the Secretary
of the Interior, Bruce Babbitt, came to
Grand Junction and announced that he
would like to see the Colorado National
Monument expanded. I felt that the
Secretary listened to what people in
the community had to say, he had an
open forum, he was very receptive, to
the best of my knowledge. Let me say
that many of my colleagues know that
my relationship with the Secretary of
the Interior is, at times, rocky, but
nonetheless I respect the fact that he
came in person to Grand Junction, I re-
spect the fact that he had a forum
where people in the community could
ask him, why do you want to expand
this monument? What is broken out
there that needs to be fixed? I appre-
ciate the fact that the Secretary, in
meetings with myself, in meetings with
local people, community leaders, peo-
ple that were just interested in the
community, expressed a period of time
that he would allow to go by before he
actually implemented an expansion of
that monument.

In other words, what the Secretary
said was, if you as a community can

put together a better proposal than ex-
pansion of the monument, I will give
you an opportunity to do that. You sell
me on the proposal. You convince me
that this proposal is better than what I
am doing, and I do not have pride of
authorship, the Secretary says. He
says, I am willing to look at what you
have to offer. That was a challenge
that we accepted wholeheartedly. But
we had a number of different issues to
deal with, and let us go through a few
of those issues.

First of all, let me explain the geog-
raphy. We already know from my ear-
lier comments that the City of Grand
Junction is here. We know that we
have the Colorado National Monument
up in this area. Let us start down here
in these white areas. This is the Mesa
of which I spoke. By the way, we have
wonderful herds of elk up there, lots
and lots and thousands of acres of
Aspen trees. I mean it is a very lush
type of setting. Very green, heavy snow
in the winter, a wonderful place. But
these white spots, this is the private
property.

Mr. Speaker, what is critical up here
is that the majority of this property is
owned currently by a handful of ranch-
ers. These ranchers are not the kind of
ranchers who we would call gentleman
or gentlewoman ranchers who really
are not ranchers, they just own the
property and fly in on a private jet
every once in a while to see the prop-
erty; these are people who have worked
those ranches, in some cases like the
Gore family or the King family, who
have been up there for generations. But
the viability of their ranches as a re-
sult of the fluctuating cattle market is
in question.

The only way that these ranches can
continue to operate as ranches, thus
reserving the open space that all of us
enjoy, that we want to preserve up on
that Mesa; we do not want that to go
into a housing subdivision or into a
commercial retail shopping center. But
in order to preserve it, these ranches
have to continue to be viable as ranch-
ing operations. If they cannot continue
their viability as ranching operations,
the only logical option remaining is for
them to subdivide the ranch into 35-
acre ranchettes.

By the way, it would be nice to own
some land up in this area. It would be
beautiful. A lot of people, they would
not have any trouble, those ranchers
would not have any trouble; in fact,
they would probably have to put an
auction up or have people draw out
names of a hat to see who got to buy
one of the 35-acre parcels up there on
top of the Mesa.

So when we entered the Colorado
Canyon proposal, when we began to put
this together, one of our primary goals
was to protect the ranching commu-
nity. Some of the people who are activ-
ists in the environmental community
agreed with this. They understood our
goal here is one, to preserve the char-
acter of the ranch; and two, to avoid
putting in subdivisions and, instead,
holding open space.
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But as we began to study the problem

with the Warren Gore family, and War-
ren himself was very dedicated to this,
he spent a lot of time with us, and I
thank Warren when I see him back in
Grand Junction on a regular basis. But
I say to my colleagues, what we found
when we began to study what was
going on up here and how we keep
these ranches viable, we discovered
that a couple of the ranches have graz-
ing permits in this wilderness study
area, what we call the Black Ridge
Canyon Wilderness Study Area.

Now, what is a wilderness study area?
A wilderness study area is an area that
for all practical purposes is treated as
if it is a wilderness, and a wilderness is
the most restrictive designation that a
government can give a piece of prop-
erty.

Mr. Speaker, just for a moment, let
us talk about designations that the
government can give to property. The
government is a landowner. Imagine
the government as the largest ranch
owner in the United States and they
have a fiduciary duty to manage that
land, just like my colleagues would
manage their own land as a rancher or
as a homeowner, or if one owned any
kind of property, they manage it. The
government, obviously, wants to have
a number of different options, a num-
ber of different management tools
under which to manage this land, and
they have many, many, many, many,
many tools. They have national parks,
national monument areas, special
areas, wilderness and national con-
servation areas. There is area after
area that allows flexibility, various
elements of flexibility, allows various
elements or input from the local com-
munity, allows various types of activi-
ties.

For example, Lake Powell is man-
aged much differently than a lake on
top of the Flattop wilderness area. All
of this range of management tools
spans a spectrum. At this end of the
spectrum, which thank goodness we do
not have much of anymore, is just kind
of a free-for-all, let anybody can go in
and homestead or do anything they
want on Federal land. Those days are
long gone. But at this end of the spec-
trum, the one tool that is the most re-
strictive tool that should be used only
with extreme caution is called the Wil-
derness.

Wilderness designation, after it is put
in place, no longer allows local input,
takes no State input, takes no congres-
sional input, with the one exception
that Congress can overturn the wilder-
ness area, which politically, obviously,
would never happen, so it is the one
tool out there that locks itself out of
flexibility. It is locked forever politi-
cally and, in reality, it is locked in for-
ever. Now, that is okay under appro-
priate circumstances.

But while we study whether or not,
because it is such a dramatic step to
put land into this Wilderness designa-
tion, we study the area first, to make
sure that we are making the right deci-

sion, because every one of my col-
leagues on this floor understands that
once we put it into Wilderness, we will
never take it out of Wilderness. So be-
fore we do it, we need to be sure we
know what we are doing. It is kind of a
fundamental, basic requirement.

So what we do is we put it into what
we call a study area. Let us study it.
Let us look at all of the environmental
factors, the ecosystems, what are the
roads, et cetera, et cetera, before we
put it into Wilderness. That is exactly
what this area is right here, it is a Wil-
derness Study Area. In that Wilderness
Study Area, now going back to my
point about keeping these ranches via-
ble so that we can keep this wide space
as open space, which is what we desire
to do in our community, in order to
continue to allow these ranches to be
viable, our group came to the conclu-
sion that we have to protect these
grazing permits.

Now, many of us have heard through
propaganda, frankly, that grazing is
bad, and every cattle rancher out there
is bad. That is about the most irrespon-
sible statement I have ever heard.
There are a lot of responsible ranching
families and they have been there for a
heck of a long time out there in Colo-
rado, in Wyoming, in Utah and in the
west, and there is a lot here in the east,
farming and ranching families. I will
tell my colleagues, 99 out of 100 times
we will find that they are quality peo-
ple. Frankly, they live the kind of life
many of us dream of living. They are
good, solid people and they have every
right to exist.

These grazing permits, these are per-
mits that have been handled very re-
sponsibly. These are grazing permits of
which the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, which oversees the management
of these permits, has no complaint. The
relationship between the Bureau of
Land Management and the Warren
Gore family, or the Doug King family,
or some of these other families, is an
excellent relationship. In other words,
we do not have anything broken up
there.

So the first thing that our commu-
nity decided was, as a community, we
can support the continuation of graz-
ing in this Wilderness Study Area. So
as a community, we want that as an
element of the Colorado Canyon bill.

Now, the next issue that we looked
at, and again, taking a look here, what
we have, this mark right here is the I–
70 Interstate. This is the Utah-Colo-
rado border. This is going to be very
important, because as we can see, our
Wilderness Study Area down here
comes into Utah. So the other thing
that the group wanted to decide was
look, we need to correspond with our
good neighbors to the west, the State
of Utah. By the way, Utah is a great
State, the second-best State I guess in
the union, but I will say all kidding
aside, we have an excellent delegation
representing the State of Utah.

So our community felt that we
should communicate and work with the

delegation out of Utah to see what we
could do with this Wilderness Study
Area. I will tell my colleagues, the co-
operation from the Utah delegation has
been excellent. And they have said,
hey, we have an idea. We think we can
incorporate this area into the Colorado
Canyon bill, and they have done ex-
actly that, with an alternative.

So, once again, our community is
able to seek and accept cooperation.
This time, we cross State boundaries.
Here, we cross the traditional bound-
ary of private and public lands. Here
we cross the boundary of State borders.
Now, we go up here. This highway right
here is Interstate 70. It is the highway
which goes across the State of Colo-
rado, now, remember, right here,
against the Utah border.

On this side of I–70 we have an area
called Rabbit Valley. Once again, we
need to focus on what is happening in
Rabbit Valley. Rabbit Valley is not in
the Wilderness Study Area, but Rabbit
Valley has quickly become a very, very
popular attraction for mountain
bikers, for horseback riders, for people
who want to go down to the river and
fish, for people who want to hike, for
people who want to observe wildlife, for
people who just want to go out and
have a picnic with their families. It has
become a recreational area of many
uses. I can tell my colleagues that
most of the people out there, by far,
have used the area responsibly. We
have not had great abuses out here in
the Rabbit Valley. However, we have
had increased activity, and the activity
is reaching the capacity, it has reached
the point where we need some manage-
ment. We need to coordinate the activ-
ity so that we do not overuse the land,
so that we do not overcapacitate the
land.

Now, some people would say to us,
the best way to do it is kick the users
off the land. No more horseback rides,
forget the mountain bike riding, which
is probably the most popular use out
here in Rabbit Valley; tell the hikers
they cannot hike anymore; tell the
families that want to have picnics not
to come and have picnics anymore.
These are public lands and we want
them off the public lands. That is not a
viable answer.

The people in our community which,
by the way, again included the environ-
mental community, the business com-
munity, the chamber community, our
county commissioners of Mesa County
who have done an excellent job, our
city council of the City of Grand Junc-
tion, our 2 elected State representa-
tives, our State Senator, all of these
people in the community have come to-
gether to make this thing work, and we
have decided as a group, hey, let us
protect these uses. How do we begin to
manage the land? How do we make sure
we have not overcapacitated?

So we decided, let us put in what is
called a National Conservation Area,
which allows us to protect the land,
but at the same time preserves the
multiple use concept, the right for
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multiple uses, many uses on the land.
By the way, in Colorado and in the
west, whenever one enters a forest or
Federal lands in the west, when I grew
up, for example, you are now entering
the White River National Forest, a
land of many uses. So by community
cooperation, by the designation of a
National Conservation Area in our Col-
orado Canyon bill, we were able to pre-
serve or put this as a National Con-
servation Area, so it would include all
of this area, not just north of I–70, but
south of it as well, to the river.

The river. Let us talk about Colorado
water. The district, the third congres-
sional district, as I mentioned, 80 per-
cent of the State’s water comes out of
there. This is an area, this district,
that part of the Colorado, that district
is an area of immense water resources.

Mr. Speaker, water is very sensitive.
It has been said that the lifeblood in
Colorado is not blood, it is water, and
there have been many battles fought
over water in Colorado and in the west.

b 2145

And here water is a critical element
because this is the last few miles of the
Colorado River, called the Mighty
River, before it crosses the State
boundary. It is a critical water re-
source for the people of the State of
Colorado.

Colorado, by the way, just for my
colleagues’ interest, is the only State
in the Continental United States where
all of our water flows out. We have no
free-flowing water that comes into Col-
orado for our use. So water is a high
sensitivity of which we must observe.
So, of course, with the committee, we
decide what should we do about the
water.

Now, water is a critical resource, and
as far as I was concerned, when we put
this Colorado Canyons bill together,
the water was simply nonnegotiable. It
is my duty, as a representative of the
State of Colorado, to stand, as long as
I stand, on behalf of water in Colorado.
Water is a critical element, as I said
earlier. It all goes out. We have no
water that comes in. And, frankly, a
lot of the States where my colleagues
reside would like to get their hands on
that Colorado water. It is a wonderful
resource. So we have an obligation to
protect that water.

But here we have the Colorado River
going right to the center, so to speak,
right through the center of the area
that we want to encompass in the Colo-
rado Canyons bill. What do we do about
it? We brought the community to-
gether. We brought in experts. We
called people like my good friend, and
one of the leading experts of water in
Colorado, Chris Treese of the Colorado
Water Conservancy District; we called
Greg Walcher, the former head of Club
20, who now heads the Department of
Natural Resources for the State of Col-
orado; we called Tim Pollard of the
Colorado Department of Natural Re-
sources; and we asked the governor of
the State of Colorado, Governor Bill

Owens, who has long been a strong sup-
porter of water in Colorado and a
strong supporter of the western slope,
to come in and as a team give us water
expertise.

Because, frankly, what we had was,
we had some people in the environ-
mental community who wanted to in-
clude the Colorado River in either the
wilderness area or in the national con-
servation area. And, on the other hand,
we had myself, and I said, no, the water
is simply nonnegotiable. We will not
allow this Colorado River to go into a
wilderness area and be overlapped by a
wilderness area or be overlapped by a
national conservation area for one sim-
ple reason: We do not understand what
the unintended consequences of putting
this river, especially the last 15 miles
before it crosses the State border, we
do not understand what the future con-
sequences of that will be. And when we
deal with water in Colorado, we do not
put some kind of imposition on water
or some kind of legislation dealing
with water unless we have a pretty
darn clear understanding of what the
consequences of that designation will
be, because water is too valuable.

So we brought in the experts. I sat
down with the Secretary of Interior,
and he was very good. We had good ses-
sions. We had good negotiations with
the Department of the Interior. And
the result was just like the result that
we had with the grazing permits up
here on top and the ranchers; just like
the result we had with the users of the
Rabbit Valley. We were able to reach a
consensus and we kept the Colorado
River out.

Now, the Department of the Interior
did not have any intention of trying to
secure through some covert action
water rights. I took them on their
word. But what they did not want is
they did not want development along
the river shores. They did not want a
coal mine down here, for example.
They did not want somebody setting up
some kind of an excavation gravel pit
here on the river for some reason. And
we agreed with them on that. It is not
my intent to have any kind of use like
that on those river banks.

For those of my colleagues who will
ever get the opportunity, and it is real-
ly not just an opportunity, it is a privi-
lege, to go down that river on a raft,
they will see why it is certainly not an
appropriate spot for any kind of devel-
opment like that.

So we were able to come together. We
met my fundamental requirement, and
that is that the Colorado River was
nonnegotiable; that the Colorado water
belonged to the people of the State of
Colorado, and that the Colorado water
should be preserved in the future for
the people of the State of Colorado. We
met that requirement and at the same
time we met the Interior Department
and Bruce Babbitt’s requirement or de-
sire that we not have mining explo-
ration or any type of development
along that line on the river banks. So
we were able to come to a resolution on
the river.

What was happening was the package
was coming together, and this was in a
very short period of time. We also had
a number of other people; Stan
Broome, with Club 20, who came in and
helped us put it together at the end.
We had, of course, the city councils. As
I mentioned, the city councils of Grand
Junction and Fruita came in. Fruita
has their reservoir over here. Fruita
has a pipeline that brings out water up
here off the Glade Park area down to
their community. Fruita would be
about right over here in this area. And
they came together and cooperated
with us. Palisade; Clifton. We had a
very unified effort out there in Colo-
rado. We had the Auberts, the Albert
ranch out here, they came in and
helped us with some of the other
issues.

This negotiation went back and forth
with the Department of the Interior.
And I can tell my colleagues that we
also had lots of cooperation from not
only just the Utah delegation but also
the Colorado delegation. And when this
bill went for its first hearing in front of
the Natural Resources Committee, we
had the chairman, the gentleman from
Utah (Mr. HANSEN), who bent over
backwards to help us out. And the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. CANNON), whose
district borders, who said why not go
ahead and amend it so we can put to-
gether something on the Utah side.
They care about that area on the Utah
side. That delegation wanted the kind
of protection that we could do.

So what do we do now with this wil-
derness study area? That is the final
segment. How do we put this bill to-
gether by addressing the wilderness
study area? Once again, we bring our
community together. Once again we
brought people like Jeff Widen out of
Durango, Colorado, who I think is one
of the most balanced, level-headed en-
vironmental activists in the State, and
we sat down and said how can we do
this. What conclusion did we come to?
We came to a conclusion that said let
us put it into wilderness. We have stud-
ied this area; we know this area has
many of the characteristics of wilder-
ness, so let us go ahead and put it into
wilderness.

And not only that, the State of Utah,
the delegation from Utah, who on
many occasions unfairly, just like us in
Colorado, are unfairly attacked by
some people who claim to own the en-
tire environmental agenda, these peo-
ple are the ones who stepped forward
and said let us go ahead, this probably
would make sense, let us convert this
wilderness study area right here in
Utah and let us keep it molded to-
gether and let us convert this to a wil-
derness area.

We have a package. We have got a
package. We have got a package that
makes sense, and that package will be
heard tomorrow, and that package will
pass the U.S. House of Representatives
and it will pass with bipartisan sup-
port. It will pass with strong support
from the Colorado delegation. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) is
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a sponsor on the bill. The gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. UDALL), Democrat
on the other side, has worked with us.
He and his staff have worked with my
staff. And by the way, my staff has
done yeomen’s work on this bill. They
have worked together to make this
thing come together. Other colleagues
in the delegation, the gentlewoman
from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE), the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO),
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
SCHAFFER), have all come together to
put this together, to mold it and to
have a bill that is going to work. And
it will pass the Senate as well.

I want my colleagues to know that
this is how in the west, when we have
public lands, this is how we ought to
work as a team. This is how a commu-
nity ought to be able to offer some
input.

We have had a couple of colleagues
on the House floor here, for example,
who have gone out and asked for a wil-
derness corridor all the way from Can-
ada to Mexico. And with due respect to
my colleagues, I am not sure they have
ever been up there. I am not sure they
understand the consequences.

We have another group of people out
in Colorado who went out, the National
Wildlife Federation, they had secret
meetings and they went out and de-
cided, well let us take the north-
western part of the third Congressional
District of Colorado, and let us go
ahead and go to the Secretary of the
Interior, Mr. Babbitt, and let us have
him expand the monument up there.
Who cares about community input; we
do not need community input. And
they did not seek any community
input.

And, guess what. The proposal they
have come up with is faulty. Why? Be-
cause they did not do what our commu-
nity in western Colorado did. They did
not build their bill based on a commu-
nity coalition, on community effort, on
community input. We brought in the
wildlife experts. And, by the way, the
division of wildlife helped us a great
deal out here in this area right here,
the light purple area there. We brought
in our county commissioners. We
brought in our elected officials. We
brought in our leading citizens in our
community. We brought in regular citi-
zens who did not hold offices. We
brought in our ranchers. We brought in
our rafters, and our mountain bikers,
our horseback riders, and we brought
in our hikers and families. And it
works.

So my message tonight really is two-
fold: Number one, let the local commu-
nities out in the west work on solving
these problems. Listen to the input of
the people who live the life of the west.
Listen to them when making decisions
back here in Washington, D.C. regard-
ing public lands. They have something
to say. Listen to them. Let people in
the west be a major part of the decision
of how we manage lands in the west.

And, number two, for those groups
that decide that they know better, for

those people who think they should
avoid community involvement, for
those people who want to make an end
run around and put designations on the
people of the west without input, with-
out guidance from people in the west,
they are making a big mistake and
they are making a mistake that, even
dealing in good faith, has consequences
which they cannot imagine. We cannot
allow that to happen.

This is the way, in my opinion, to
proceed in the west. Just like the Colo-
rado Canyons bill, this is how we suc-
ceed. This is how we build a bipartisan
effort. And this will succeed.

Now, on the subject of the Colorado
Canyons bill, for those of my col-
leagues that are interested, we are
going to have it in committee tomor-
row. I have talked with our majority
leader, who also has been very coopera-
tive, obviously the leader of the House
has, about putting it on suspension. We
should have it next week on the House
floor. So for those of my colleagues
who are interested, they are welcome
to attend the committee meeting.

In my final few minutes, leaving the
Colorado Canyons bill and leaving the
area and the subject of the designa-
tions in the northwestern part of the
State, let me talk and kind of go into
a little more detail about some points
I referenced earlier, and that is the dif-
ference between the western United
States and the eastern United States.
And the best way to do that is to show
my colleagues that there is a dramatic
difference, as demonstrated by this
map.

Take a close look at this map of the
United States. We can see that there is
a distinct difference out here. This is
all colored in the west. And right here,
as I point out, this is the State of Colo-
rado, at the end of the pointer. This is
the line, roughly the line of the third
Congressional District. That is the dis-
trict I represent, which, as I mentioned
earlier, geographically is larger than
the entire State of Florida.
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And you will note from our eastern
boundary clear to the Atlantic Ocean,
all of this land out here, very little
Federal ownership. You can see it is
represented here. We have a little
heavier in the Appalachians. We have
the Everglades down here, some up
here in the northeast. But, basically,
some of these States are very, very
sparse as far as any government lands.

But now look at the border and come
West and you will see the huge
amounts of government land. Most of
the public lands in this country are not
diversified around the country. In fact,
they are a conglomerate in the Western
States. And so, when people in the East
talk about public lands, we in the West
urge them to take a very careful look
at what the life is like.

Many of our communities, if you
have ever been to Aspen, if you have
ever been to Vale, if you have ever been
to Grand Junction, if you have been to

Salt Lake, if you have ever been to Wy-
oming, you are surrounded by public
land.

Now, how did that happen? What is
the history of public lands? It is really
quite simple. In the early days of the
country when we were trying to settle,
remember, our country basically ex-
isted over here on the eastern coast in
those colonial days and early days of
the 1800s up to about 1840, that is pri-
marily right in there. And then our
country began to make land acquisi-
tions. But back then, in the early days,
having a deed to a piece of property did
not matter much.

What really mattered was possession
of the property. That is where, for ex-
ample, the saying ‘‘possession is nine-
tenths of the law’’ that is where that
saying came from. We needed to pos-
sess this property and somehow our
leaders in Washington, D.C., needed to
encourage the people who lived in rel-
ative comfort here on the eastern
coast, they needed to encourage these
citizens to help us settle the West to
help us get possession of these States.

And what is the best way to encour-
age people to move out of the comfort
of their homes into the West, where, by
the way, your average life span was
probably 30 years or so, to give them
land. The American dream is to own
your own piece of property. Every
American dreams of owning a home.

Americans back then, 98 percent of
our population was in the farming or
agricultural community. They
dreamed of having a ranch or a farm of
their own. And so the Government
said, hey, the way to get people to
move from the eastern coast into these
new lands that we have so we possess
them so another country does not take
them from us is to give them land,
called the Homestead Act, called
homestaking.

What was that all about? They go out
and they work the land and they get
160 acres. But guess what happened?
Once they hit this area right here
where you see the big blocks, they dis-
covered out here in Kansas or even in
eastern Colorado or Ohio or Mississippi
or Missouri or Louisiana, some of these
other States, 160 acres can support a
family. But when they hit the Rocky
Mountains, they found out 160 acres
does not even feed a cow.

So they went back to their think
tank in Washington, D.C., and said,
hey, our attempt to settle the West
works very or pretty well until we get
out here. What to we do?

Somebody came uprise the idea, well,
instead of giving them a homestead of
160 acres or 320, let us give them the
equivalent of, say, 3,000 acres. The peo-
ple thought about it and they said,
that is too much politically. We cannot
give 3,000 acres to every citizen that
goes out in the Rocky Mountains.

So then came up the idea, hey, as a
formality, why do we not, the Govern-
ment in Washington, D.C., instead of
having to give away so much land to
support just one family, why do we not
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as a formality just continue to hold the
title to the land and allow the people
to use the land.

That is where the birth of what is
called multiple use came. Multiple use
means it is a land of many uses. And
our lands out here have many uses. We
have uses on environment, we have
uses of ranching, farming. All of our
highways come under federal lands.
Our waters is stored upon, it comes
across or originates on federal lands.

As I said, our cellular telephones, the
towers, most of those are located on
public lands. When we go through the
mountains and you see those lights up
on the top of the mountain, the radio
tower, that is how we get our commu-
nication. All of our trucks, our traffic,
our cattle, We use the public lands. We
have a responsibility to use them in a
responsible fashion. It is a duty of ours.
And I think overall we have exercised
it pretty well.

Now, there is a heavy propaganda ef-
fect by people who feel no pain, they
feel no pain if they do not live in the
public lands to kick us off the public
lands or to restrict the multiple use or
to convince the people out here who
are not acquainted with the federal
lands that those of us who live in the
federal lands are abusing the federal
lands, that we are clear-cutting all the
forests, that we are putting up coal
mines, that our ski areas are abusive,
that our mountain bikers have ridden
too many trails, that our horses are
creating too much disturbance to the
wildlife, that our rafters have taken
over the rivers and demolished the eco-
system of the rivers. It is not true.

Clearly, we have advanced use. Clear-
ly there are more people who are enjoy-
ing the outdoors of the Rocky Moun-
tains than ever before in our history.
Obviously, we have to manage it and
we have to manage it with the preser-
vation of land in mind. But we also
have to manage it without a built-in
anti-human bias.

The concept of multiple use is abso-
lutely essential for the survival of the
people in the Rocky Mountains in the
West. If you take away that concept of
multiple use in the West, you will dev-
astate, and that is not an overestima-
tion, I am not exaggerating here, you
take away the concept of multiple use,
you do what some of these more radical
environmental organizations want to
do, for example, the National Sierra
Club wants to drain Lake Powell,
which has more shoreline than the en-
tire Pacific West Coast, now they have
announced they want to drain Flaming
Gorge, you allow some of these organi-
zations, which, ironically, are all lo-
cated up here in the East, you allow
them to pursue their aggressive agenda
of eliminating and pushing people off
these public lands and look at what
you are doing to about half of the
country.

It is easy if you do not live in these
public lands, if you live out here some-
where, it is easy for you to say because
you feel no pain, it is easy, my col-

leagues, for you to agree with policies
that, for example, have broad sweeps of
taking people off the lands and desig-
nating areas that are not allowed or
have a built-in anti-human bias to it.

What I urge my colleagues tonight
and the reason I bring up multiple use
is the same reason I bring up water. In
the West it is essential for our sur-
vival. In the East you have got to fig-
ure out how to get rid of your water. In
the West we have got to figure out how
to preserve it, how to conserve it, how
to store it. Water storage is critical.

Out in the West, if we are not allowed
to use the public lands and use them
with the responsibility of being dili-
gent in our use, of making sure that we
observe the rules of preservation but
being able, nonetheless, to still use
them is absolutely essentially for our
preservation here in the West.

And so, my colleagues, before you
cast a vote dealing with issues in the
West, try and get a feeling of our pain,
try and understand what the con-
sequences, or even more dangerously,
what the unintended consequences of
your action will be for the people of the
West.

Remember, the United States does
not start here on the eastern border of
the Third Congressional District and
run to the Atlantic Ocean. The United
States is one country and we have an
obligation in the West to understand
the problems and the issues of people
in the East. And the people in the East
we feel have an obligation to under-
stand the issues in the West, which in-
clude the water issues, which include
the concept of multiple use, which in-
clude the concept of involving a com-
munity from the very basic level up be-
fore you draft legislation expanding a
monument like we have done on the
Colorado canyons.

As a team, we can move this country
continually in a positive direction. And
as a team, the East and the West can
mold together. But it will only mold
together, my colleagues, if those of you
in the East have a good understanding
of our lives and what are necessary to
preserve our lives in the West.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 4576,
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. REYNOLDS (during the special
order of Mr. MCINNIS), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–757) on the
resolution (H. Res. 554) waiving points
of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 4576) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Defense for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4118, RUSSIAN-AMERICAN
TRUST AND COOPERATION ACT
OF 2000

Mr. REYNOLDS (during the special
order of Mr. MCINNIS), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–758) on the
resolution (H. Res. 555) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4118) to
prohibit the rescheduling or forgive-
ness of any outstanding bilateral debt
owed to the United States by the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation
until the President certifies to the
Congress that the Government of the
Russian Federation has ceased all its
operations at, removed all personnel
from, and permanently closed the in-
telligence facility at Lourdes, Cuba,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
A REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a)
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO
THE SAME DAY CONSIDERATION
OF CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED BY THE COMMITTEE ON
RULES

Mr. REYNOLDS (during the special
order of Mr. MCINNIS), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–759) on the
resolution (H. Res. 556) waiving a re-
quirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII
with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1102, COMPREHENSIVE RE-
TIREMENT SECURITY AND PEN-
SION REFORM ACT OF 2000

Mr. REYNOLDS (during the special
order of Mr. MCINNIS), from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–760) on the
resolution (H. Res. 557) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1102) to
provide for pension reform, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

f

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS AND DRUG
ABUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to come to the floor of the House to-
night to address the House on the topic
of illegal narcotics and drug abuse, the
problems that it presents for our whole
Nation, the challenge for the United
States Congress.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 06:02 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00105 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18JY7.203 pfrm02 PsN: H18PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6462 July 18, 2000
I would be remiss, however, if I did

not comment for just a moment to-
night on the passing of our dear col-
league in the other body, the United
States Senate, the gentleman from
Georgia, Mr. PAUL COVERDELL, who
passed away today.

Certainly, our hearts and prayers are
with his family at this time and the
whole Congress mourns this great loss,
his many contributions I know in the
war on narcotics. I know in the war on
narcotics there was always a true lead-
er and friend who we had the oppor-
tunity to work with. His presence will
be sorely missed by the entire Con-
gress, I know by the state of Georgia
that he so ably represented, and by the
American people for his dedication to
our nation.

So our heartfelt sympathy is ex-
tended to the State of Georgia and his
loved ones as they now cope with this
tragic loss. And we have indeed lost
one of the fighters in our war on nar-
cotics, illegal drug trafficking, and the
problem of substance abuse.

So, with those comments, again, we
mourn this great loss to this esteemed
institution and again to our country.

Tonight, as is customary for me as
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and
Human Resources, I attempt to use
this special order and usually try to
take an hour and discuss some of the
problems and challenges we face with
the problem of substance abuse in this
country, with the problem of illegal
narcotics, the problem of drug and ille-
gal narcotic production and trafficking
that has affected our entire Nation,
that has affected every city, every
community small, large, rural or
urban.

Almost every family in America has
been affected by substance abuse and
the ravages of illegal narcotics. I al-
ways cite that the most recent sta-
tistic of 15,973 Americans have lost
their lives as a direct result of illegal
narcotics. And those are again the
numbers in direct death.

Our drug czar estimates that over
52,000 Americans have died in the last
year because of substance abuse, illegal
narcotics direct, and indirect results.
And the toll does go on and on.

Again, so many families are trag-
ically affected. It is not only a cost in
lost lives but a cost in our economy in
the third of a trillion dollar range each
year, a loss of jobs, and also of income,
the glutting of our judicial system, our
jails with nearly 2 million Americans
incarcerated behind bars. Some 60 to 70
percent of those behind bars in most of
our communities and States are there
because of drug-related offenses.
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As I have also tried to point out in
my presentations based on the facts
and substantial studies that have been
conducted, the most recent being last
spring in New York which analyzed the
effects of the 20 some thousand incar-
cerated in that State for drug-related

offenses, most of them are there for re-
peated felonies, most of them are there
because they have really gamed the
system and not cooperated. Some 70
percent, as I said, are there because of
multiple felonies, but again you go
back to illegal narcotics, drug abuse
and the problems that it creates among
those individuals and you cannot help
but to say that we have a situation
that is intolerable for our judicial sys-
tem, that is intolerable for those incar-
cerated, their families, and for our so-
ciety at large.

So our challenge has been the last
year and a half plus of the sub-
committee to try to weave together a
coherent national drug policy, to look
at all the options that we have for
dealing with this problem, to review
some of the initiatives and actions that
have taken place across the Nation, see
if they make sense, see if they can be
adapted to other situations, and see if
they provide some opportunity for re-
lief from the situation.

I always like to take a minute and
review how we got ourselves into this
situation. I heard this weekend, just
within the last few days, people repeat
the question, is the war on drugs a fail-
ure? What is happening in the war on
drugs? If people listen and take a few
minutes to understand what has hap-
pened, I think there is a very clear pic-
ture of what works and what does not
work. You would have people tell you
that the war on drugs is again a fail-
ure, and I say absolutely not, that a
war on drugs as devised by the Reagan
administration and the Bush adminis-
tration was in fact a success. In fact,
the statistics, the facts, the pure facts,
bear out the success of the war on
drugs conducted by the two previous
Presidents.

I have cited and I will cite again a
national household survey that said
based on the data that they collected,
and this is consistent data over a good
time period, illicit drug use declined by
50 percent from 1985 to 1992. That is a
pretty dramatic decrease. If we look at
the statistics from the beginning of the
Clinton administration to the present
time, we have almost the opposite, al-
most a 50 percent increase in illicit and
illegal drug use. So the facts bear out,
there are again surveys that have been
conducted over a long period of time
show that indeed a true, full-fledged ef-
fort, leadership by the President, lead-
ership by the Vice President, at that
time Mr. Bush who went on to be the
President and also continued the pol-
icy, a multifaceted approach in which
you have presidential leadership, you
have a program to stop drugs at their
source, a successful international drug
program that deals with elimination of
the crops, elimination of the narcotic
at its source, which is most cost effec-
tive, and an interdiction policy, one
that incorporates the use of our na-
tional resources and assets such as our
military in a war on drugs to stop
drugs as they leave their source where
they are grown or where they begin and

stop those drugs, those illegal nar-
cotics in their tracks, a comprehensive
program of prevention and treatment.
We know that it takes again a multi-
faceted effort, that you must have suc-
cessful treatment, you must have a
successful prevention program, you
must have a campaign that reiterates
that illegal drugs do harm even if it is
the first lady who has a ‘‘Just Say No’’
program or a DARE program in school,
many of the programs that again were
so successful under the Reagan and
Bush administration that resulted
from 1985 to 1992 in a 50 percent reduc-
tion of illicit drug use. Again part of a
multifaceted approach, the utilization
of all of our resources at the Federal
level, the Coast Guard, the military,
surveillance and intelligence informa-
tion and, of course, a tough zero toler-
ance in law enforcement.

All that changed and took a 180 de-
gree turn with this administration’s
coming into office, but again the suc-
cess was really incredible during the
past two administrations.

Let me, if I may, put this chart up
here. Again, this shows the statistic
that I just relayed from the national
household survey. You see from the be-
ginning of the Reagan administration
through the Bush administration, a
real war on drugs, a decline in the
prevalence of lifetime drug use and
abuse. You see the beginning of the
Clinton administration, 1992, 1993, the
tragedy we now see ourselves in. Only
since the advent of the new Republican
Congress have we seen any slight lev-
eling out in again this long-term pic-
ture. Overall casual drug use was cut
by more than half if we went back to
1997 and 1992. Casual cocaine use fell
some 79 percent while monthly use fell
from 2.9 million users in 1988 to 1.3 mil-
lion in 1992. So if anyone tells you that
the war on drugs, and this is when we
had a real war on drugs, was a failure,
these are the hard statistics, hard
facts, something that I have not made
up, something that has been part of a
national survey, a very legitimate na-
tional survey. This is the record of the
Clinton administration.

Now, the difference with the Clinton
administration is when President Clin-
ton took office in 1993, he began dis-
mantling the war on drugs, and they
dismantled piece by piece. The very
first steps were in fiscal year 1994–1995,
the Coast Guard was cut, their budget,
and they have an important role in this
effort and to conduct a real war on
drugs. Their drug operations were cut
from $310 million to $301 million. The
customs, also an important part of this
effort, their drug funds were cut by the
Clinton administration, and the Clin-
ton administration, remember, in 1994
and 1995 controlled the House of Rep-
resentatives by a wide, wide margin,
the other body by a wide margin and
the White House, the executive branch.
They cut the customs budget from $16.2
million to $12.8 million. DEA, our drug
enforcement agency, our Federal agen-
cy dealing with the antinarcotics prob-
lems and enforcement was slashed from
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$16.2 million to $12.8 million. And DOD,
our first line of defense. Now, the De-
partment of Defense does not arrest
anyone in a war on drugs. The Depart-
ment of Defense is prohibited even by
the Constitution and provisions of our
laws from being an enforcer in domes-
tic law enforcement. What the Defense
Department has done as enlisted in the
Reagan and Bush administration was
to provide intelligence and informa-
tion. Our planes and our ships and our
satellites, our AWACs, other equip-
ment is already in the air for national
security purposes. Now, if I told you
that an enemy was to kill 15,972 Ameri-
cans last year or 2 years ago and result
in the deaths of over 50,000 Americans
each year, Americans and Members of
Congress should and would rise up and
say, let’s stop that, let’s go after that.
Using our military, we in fact in this
period, in the Reagan-Bush period in
interdiction and also in intelligence in-
formation gathering were able to stem
the flow of illegal narcotics coming
into the United States, also go after
traffickers most successfully. You have
heard the results of a successful war on
drugs, a 50 percent reduction from 1985
to 1992 in illicit drug use. You heard
that casual cocaine use fell by some 79
percent while monthly use fell from 2.9
million users in 1988 to 1.3 million in
1992. Now, the Bush and Reagan admin-
istration did not erase the problem of
illegal narcotics or substance abuse but
they made a dramatic decrease in
them.

This is the Clinton record. Some 50
percent cut in interdiction programs
and dramatic cuts in international pro-
grams, cost effectively stopping nar-
cotics at their source.

This chart shows again the picture of
the dismantling of the war on drugs
and the reason we see this incredible
flood of illegal narcotics coming into
the United States and problems
throughout every jurisdiction across
our land. You see the levels in 1991,
1992, this shows the end of the Bush ad-
ministration. The red shows interdic-
tion, the blue shows international.
Again, international would be stopping
drugs at their source. You see the dra-
matic cuts in half of international pro-
grams. You see the dramatic decline in
interdiction. This is the use of the
military. You see this begin to pick up
again with the advent of the Repub-
lican-controlled Congress. And we are
getting back, and if we use 1991–1992
dollars, we are getting back just about
to the level we were with the successful
efforts at the end of the Bush adminis-
tration. But this has been quite an up-
hill battle.

Now, we know where the illegal nar-
cotics are coming from. This chart pro-
vided by the National Drug Intel-
ligence Center to me shows us that the
drugs are coming from South America
and primarily today from Colombia,
both cocaine and heroin. Now, I know
it is hard for people to believe this, but
7 years ago at the beginning of the
Clinton administration there was al-

most zero heroin being produced in Co-
lombia. That is heroin actually being
produced with poppy growth in that
country. In 1992–1993 there was almost
no coca, the base for cocaine, produced
in Colombia. In 7 years and through
very direct policy of this administra-
tion, the production of coca and co-
caine is now reaching some 70 percent
of the heroin that comes into the
United States and is seized, we know 70
percent comes from Colombia. We
know that cocaine that is produced in
Colombia now accounts for about 80
percent of all the production coming
in.

We know what works. We know that
a successful international program, a
program where we have tough enforce-
ment, we have surveillance, and we
also have crop alternatives, these peas-
ants and others who were producing
these crops need some alternative to
make a living, and the reason they are
doing it now is they are being paid for
it. The reason they are doing it now in
Colombia is they are financing
narcoterrorist activity and receiving
payment and protection.

b 2230

We have not been going after those
individuals, and, again, that is the di-
rect result of this administration and
its lack of will to really conduct a full
scale war on drugs.

Mr. Speaker, instead of conducting a
war on drugs, they have been disman-
tling the war on drugs. As we saw from
the chart that I previously put up, the
Clinton administration dramatically
cut both the international and inter-
diction budgets. Federal spending
under a Republican-controlled Con-
gress has increased some 84 percent,
again, for interdiction, and back to
about the 1991–1992 levels.

On international programs, we have
increased the funding some 170 percent
over the last Democrat-controlled Con-
gress. That number will probably even
surge more with Plan Colombia, which,
again, we know where the problem is,
we know where our resources need to
go.

During the past several years, under
the Republican-controlled House and
Senate, we have put together a stra-
tegic plan in Bolivia and Peru. We have
cut coca production by some 63 percent
in Peru, by over 55 percent in Bolivia.
Part of Plan Colombia has funds for
both Peru and Bolivia and also some of
the neighboring countries, because we
know when we apply pressure on Co-
lombia that there will be an inclina-
tion to move some of that production
to other neighboring areas.

The plan does entail bringing re-
sources into this entire region. This is
where the drugs are coming from; most
of it is Colombia and a little bit in the
peripheral area. That is where we need
to concentrate some other resources.

Mr. Speaker, of course, interdiction
and source country programs alone will
not stop illegal narcotics. It takes a
full effort.

It is interesting to note that one of
the next steps that the Clinton admin-
istration took in 1993 after taking of-
fice was to dismantle the drug czar’s
office. They talked about cuts in Fed-
eral bureaucracy, and their idea was to
cut the staffing of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy. It was cut
80 percent from 147 positions to 25 posi-
tions.

Imagine conducting a war on drugs
by dismantling the effective and very
low dollar expenditure source country
programs, stop drugs at their source.
Imagine taking the military out of the
war on narcotics, which they did. Their
next step in cutting the budget for any
type of antinarcotic, again, very few
dollars, because we already have our
military engaged in some of these ac-
tivities, the next step was to gut the
drug czar’s office.

Mr. Speaker, probably the most dis-
astrous two things that this adminis-
tration did next was to appoint Lee
Brown, I believe his name is, as the
drug czar. He single-handedly did more
damage in dismantling our war on
drugs that had been started and so suc-
cessfully executed by President Reagan
and President Bush and their adminis-
tration.

In fact, I remember as a Member of
the minority in 1993 attending hearings
of the predecessor of the Committee on
Government Reform, it was called Gov-
ernment Operations, they held, I be-
lieve, one full hearing. Mr. Brown came
up to testify.

The hearing was a farce, and over 130
Members, bipartisan Members, asked
for hearings to be conducted on our na-
tional drug policy and the dismantling
basically of the war on drugs, which
they very directly were dismantling
during that time frame.

One hearing in 2 years while they dis-
mantled the program; it was sinful.
One hearing while the drug czar, Mr.
Brown, appointed by President Clinton
destroyed 2 President’s work, 2 admin-
istration’s work and effort, which was
reducing, and we heard there was a 50
percent reduction in drug use from 1985
to 1990 to a successful war on drugs
shut down.

During the Bush administration, the
United States shared real-time intel-
ligence with some of the drug-pro-
ducing countries, including Peru, in an
effort to allow them to force down and,
in some cases, provided information to
allow them to shoot down drug traf-
ficking aircraft so their illegal cargos
could be seized or destroyed.

This was primarily done through
again the interdiction program,
through radar and through surveillance
flights.

On May 1, 1994, the Clinton adminis-
tration stopped this program. And it
was not until there was an absolute up-
roar in the House of Representatives
and the other body, we really had to
pass a clarification in law to convince
the administration to reinstitute these
drug surveillance missions and provide
that information for shoot down.
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The Clinton administration did an in-

credible amount of damage in stopping
that information sharing and repeat-
edly, as recently as 1998, the Clinton
appointed ambassador to Peru wrote
again, and I have a copy of it as re-
ported to me by the General Account-
ing Office in a report. I had them inde-
pendently conduct a study of the prob-
lem of declining DOD assets and par-
ticipation.

In spite of even Congress now funding
additional money, the assets have been
diverted by the Clinton administration
from this region and from conducting a
real war on drugs. Again, in 1994, they
made the first error. In 1998, they made
the same error in not sharing with our
allies in this effort information so that
they can take action against drug traf-
fickers, drug producers in their coun-
try.

I hate to drag up old problems, but
we have to look at in the entire pic-
ture. And at the beginning of the Clin-
ton administration, it is important to
remind the Congress that White House
staffers actually were forced with
delays in obtaining security clearance
process in the issuance of permanent
White House passes.

As we may recall, in 1995 up to 21
White House staffers were on a special
random drug testing program, because
of concerns about recent drug use.
Hearings were conducted on this. And I
believe the problem became so serious
that the Secret Service instituted a re-
quirement that there be a special ran-
dom drug testing program in the White
House.

We might say, well, why would policy
come out of the administration to de-
stroy a war on drugs? And I submit, my
colleagues, when we have 21 White
House staffers on a special random
drug testing program, which is insti-
tuted at the insistence of the Secret
Service, because these individuals
could not even pass a basic test and
background check because of their re-
cent illicit narcotics involvement, I
think we see a little bit of the problem
that we have been facing in this whole
effort to really conduct a real
antinarcotic effort.

In testimony before Congress, the Se-
cret Service and FBI agents testified
that the White House employees may
have used illicit drugs at the Presi-
dential inaugural in January of 1993.

One Secret Service Agent testified
that he had reviewed more than 30
background investigations for White
House employees that contained ref-
erences to recent drug uses. In fact, we
had testimony that said, and let me re-
peat it, I have seen cocaine usage. I
have seen hallucinistic uses, crack
uses. This is not something I said. This
is from their direct testimony.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to note,
also, that in a sworn statement, one
FBI agent said aides’ drug use went
well beyond the experimental use of
marijuana in college, including co-
caine, designer drugs and hallucinistic
mushrooms.

We might all recall, some of the
problems of a famous White House
aide, we still do not know who hired
him, that is a great mystery, we may
never know. I believe the independent
counsel has dropped the case, but the
infamous who hired Craig Livingston.

I remember so well sitting in those
hearings as he took the 5th amend-
ment. He and others who suddenly lost
their memory or ability to testify be-
fore our investigative panel.

Craig Livingston, as my colleagues
will recall, was the chief of White
House Personnel Security and reigned
over his offices improper acquisition of
FBI files. Those files were primarily of
Reagan and Bush administration offi-
cials and staffers, even some of our
congressional staffers.

He acknowledged in his own history
illicit drug use and other problems
which caused him to be fired from sev-
eral jobs before he joined the White
House staff in 1993. Now, Craig Living-
ston was the head of the personnel se-
curity office for the White House.

Again, we have to look at the whole
picture of who we have been involved
with in trying to conduct and put to-
gether a coherent national drug policy
and a strategy that is effective.

Mr. Speaker, we have known from
the very beginning that as we put pres-
sure on Peru and Bolivia to stop pro-
duction of coca and cocaine that we
would have to deal at some point with
Colombia. Everyone on our side of the
aisle and many on the Democrat side of
the aisle have urged that we get re-
sources to Colombia. Again, this is not
rocket science.

We know that most of the narcotics
coming into the United States are pro-
duced in that area, in Colombia. We
have known that it is very difficult to
get to the crop, to destroy the crop,
and also to the narcoterrorists who are
involved in the narcotics trafficking. It
takes helicopters. In this instance, we
know it takes Blackhawk helicopters
that are capable of high altitude flights
and going after drug traffickers.

Mr. Speaker, time and time and time
again, this administration has blocked
resources to Colombia. Time and time
again, this administration has blocked
helicopters coming into Colombia.

According to the Defense Depart-
ment, it took the Clinton administra-
tion 45 days to move 24 helicopters to
Albania for an undeclared war in
Kosovo.

According to the Defense Department
also, it has taken the Clinton adminis-
tration approximately 4 years to get 6
Blackhawk helicopters to Colombia in
a so-called declared war on drugs.

Now, imagine fighting a war on the
drugs, we do not go after the source of
the production of the destructive de-
vice, which are the narcotics; we do not
go after that. We do not try to get the
narcotics or the destructive devices
that leaves the source and uses our
military, we take the military out of
the battle. And here, where we need re-
sources to go in and get that death and

destruction, which is reigning in our
cities and counties, and the Congress
funds and appropriates and passes reso-
lutions urging action, in fact, it took 4
years to get 6 helicopters to Colombia.

b 2245

Now, if that was not bad enough, and
this is not something I am making up,
it is the absolute truth, when we fi-
nally got several of the helicopters de-
livered at the beginning of the year
2000, they were delivered without
armor, adequate armor, to be used in
conflict, without adequate ammuni-
tion.

Now again, I swear I am not making
this up, but we needed to get ammuni-
tion if we are going to conduct a war
on drugs. The Congress has appro-
priated funds year after year, at least
since we took control of the Congress,
to get these resources to Colombia. The
administration, the President, the vice
president, divert funds to other inter-
national deployments. The resources
never got to Colombia.

Only the year before last we appro-
priated $300 million and, again, as of
the end of last year almost nothing had
gotten to Colombia, and the little bit
that did get there of the $300 million
most of it was in the helicopters that
we had ordered some time ago which
were delivered in an inoperable, non-
combat condition; almost unbelievable.

Again I am not making this up, but
there is more to this story. The ammu-
nition that we needed to give the Co-
lombians to fight the narcotraffickers
ended up being delivered to the loading
dock of the State Department in Wash-
ington instead of Colombia. Then I
swear I am not making this up, but
again the gang that could not shoot
straight, the helicopters that cannot
fly or are not armored, the story gets
worse. The ammunition that is sent to
the loading dock of the State Depart-
ment, I swear this is the truth, they
sent them 1952 ammunition, some of
which they recommend is not usable in
the other equipment that has been
sent. So it really boggles the imagina-
tion.

Now we have provided very signifi-
cant resources, $1.3 billion. That is not
all for Colombia. It is in a larger pack-
age. Actually, the amount to be spent
for equipment is a small portion of
that, a small fraction of that. To ap-
pease the liberals and some of the oth-
ers who are concerned about human
rights violations, we have put in prob-
ably as much money for building insti-
tutions, nation building, we are going
through another exercise of that in Co-
lombia and other funds. There is some
money in there that is for crop alter-
native, and I think that will be very
wise to expend. We have known
through our efforts in other countries
that you have to have a successful crop
alternative or alternative development
program, but you also have to have
tough enforcement. But there is a lot
more to the story than meets the eye.
These Black Hawk helicopters, in fact,
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were promised to the Colombian na-
tional police back in 1996. Repeatedly
you can get headlines. Here is one from
February of 1998, Delay of Copters hob-
bles Colombia in Stopping Drugs. This
little note says check the date. It is
the end of 1997, 1998.

So year after year, the administra-
tion has blocked this. It is only after
the administration, I am told, con-
ducted a poll, and I cannot confirm this
but they found that there was some
criticism for their approach and that
they needed to get their act together.
Now, it took the President 4 or 5 years
to come forward and change his policy,
this administration, and declare an
emergency. Only when the whole re-
gion is disrupted, only when we almost
lost Colombia, only when part of the
oil supply from that region, I think ac-
counts for 20 percent of U.S. imports is
endangered, only after 30,000 people
have been killed in one of the bloodiest
conflicts of the hemisphere and again
only after the situation has reached
disastrous proportions, has the admin-
istration come forward with a plan.

The end of last year they said that
this was getting out of control; they
had to do something. I am also told
that they polled and saw that even the
public was being concerned, and they
usually act when they see a poll.

That forced the President to propose
Plan Colombia and recommend to the
Congress that we move forward with an
emergency appropriation. Unfortu-
nately, that emergency appropriation
request did not get to the Congress
until February of this year. So it took
the President 5 years to get a plan and
action where we know narcotics are
being produced, where he allowed nar-
cotics to be produced and become the
center of narcotics activity, and I am
pleased that the Congress has acted
within 5 months. It started out as an
emergency supplemental and was
signed by the President, I believe, last
week.

Now I keep my fingers crossed that
we have given the gang that cannot
shoot straight this responsibility now
to get these resources to where we
know the illegal narcotics are coming
from.

If I may, I am going to try to con-
clude in a reasonable amount of time
here tonight so staff can get home a
little bit early, but this is another
chart that I think the Congress, Mr.
Speaker, and the American people
should pay particular attention to. I
always hear the war on drugs is a fail-
ure, and the other side always says we
just have to spend money on treat-
ment; treatment is the answer. I com-
pare it a little bit to just treating the
wounded in battle.

Imagine conducting a fight, not
going after the enemy, not stopping
the weapons of mass destruction where
they are produced, not stopping the
missiles and other things that are
being lobbed at us, the illegal nar-
cotics, and just treating the wounded
in a battle. How long do you think you

could last if we had just treated the
wounded in battle in World War II or
any of the major conflicts? And cer-
tainly a conflict that takes 15,900-plus
lives in one year as a direct result of
the conflict, the problem, or 50,000 a
year, is a major threat to our Nation
and our national security.

This chart shows that consistently,
well we will go back to the beginning
of the Clinton administration, we have
increased funding for treatment. In
fact, it is almost double for treatment.
So we cut, under the Clinton adminis-
tration, the war on drugs, the interdic-
tion, the source country programs, the
military, the Coast Guard, other budg-
ets. They cut them by some 50 percent.

We are now restoring them, as you
can see in these lines getting back to
our equivalent of 1991/1992 dollars, but
treatment has always been on the in-
crease. It is just like here, but other
than that we have basically doubled
the amount of money that we have
spent on treatment; and treatment
alone does not work. I think the prime
example of that is Baltimore, and I
bring this chart up again.

Again, people just have to under-
stand that a policy of toleration, of lib-
eralization of the narcotics law, of non-
enforcement of our laws relating to
narcotics, attracts death and destruc-
tion.

This was provided to me in 1996 by
our drug enforcement office. It shows
the deaths in Baltimore: 1997, 312; 1998,
312; 1999, 308, and I believe 2000 is prob-
ably heading close to record. It shows
the population decreasing. It shows
about 39,000 drug addicts in 1996, and
the estimates are now 60,000 to 80,000
drug addicts. These are people in need
of treatment. This is a liberal policy, a
policy of nonenforcement.

The police chief here in Baltimore,
former police chief, fortunately he was
fired, said in testimony before our sub-
committee on a Monday several
months ago that he had not partici-
pated in a high intensity drug traf-
ficking program. The Feds had made
dollars and cooperative efforts avail-
able. He had said he was only going to
go after a limited number of open drug
markets in Baltimore. Fortunately,
the mayor heard him and on Thursday
he was fired, and they are bringing in a
zero tolerance law enforcement officer;
but this shows the death and destruc-
tion.

This is just about half the number of
New York City. New York City had
about 350 murders in New York City
last year. It went from 2,000 murders, a
58 percent reduction, down to about
650, a dramatic decrease, a zero toler-
ance policy with New York City versus
a nonenforcement policy of Baltimore;
incredible growth in addict population.
If the entire country went to this pol-
icy, we saw this many deaths, this
much destruction, we could never keep
up with what we would face.

The New York statistics compared to
Baltimore are startling. In red, Balti-
more, 1993, you see the murder rate

staying constant in red and Baltimore
dropping dramatically from 2,000 down
to the mid-650s. It is very dramatic.

Remember New York City has a pop-
ulation probably of 10 million and you
are looking at probably 500,000, 600,000,
continuing declining population in Bal-
timore. In fact, I picked up the Balti-
more Sun and it says as population
drops city must look to D.C. This is a
July 15 article I read the other day.
This is what the policy will do for your
community if you are thinking of
adopting a nonenforcement policy.
With 4,890 residential properties ap-
pearing this week on the multiple list-
ings and dozens of additional houses
being advertised directly by the own-
ers, the city has a glut of unsold
homes.

Anyone doubting this should drive
around various row house neighbor-
hoods and count signs, and that is be-
fore the estimated 40,000 vacant houses
are considered. In other words, the city
is still losing population. Hopefully it
is not too late. Hopefully the new
mayor O’Malley and the new police
chief can bring this situation under
control.

I will say what has not worked is the
policy they have had in place, and I
will say what has worked is New York’s
zero tolerance policy.

This is, again, a dramatic representa-
tion of the way crime has been reduced
in New York City from 1993 to 1998, and
it continues. If you see the tough en-
forcement of drug-related offenses, and
the arrests as they go up the crime
goes down in New York City.

I also show that chart, and people
would have you believe that this is not
a success, but it is a success. Murder
and nonnegligent manslaughter de-
clined some 67 percent from 1993 to
1998. The total of all major felony
crimes fell from 51 percent in 1993 to
1998, a 51 percent decrease in those cat-
egories.

As a result of Mayor Giuliani’s tough
enforcement policies, based on what
the murder rate was before he took of-
fice, more than 3,500 people are alive in
New York City; again, just dramatic
results.

Now, the other side would probably
say that this zero tolerance is a brutal
regime. Let me say that we had Mayor
Giuliani and we have had his police
commissioner testify and provide our
subcommittee the facts. For example,
one thing is that the fatal shootings by
police officers in 1999 was 11.

b 2300
It was the lowest of any year since

1973, the first year for which records
were kept. That is far less than the 41
police shootings that took place in
1990.

Now, where was Reverend Sharpton
or whatever his name is in 1990 scream-
ing when there were 41 shootings that
took place. Moreover, the number of
rounds intentionally fired by police in
New York declined by 50.6 percent
since 1993, and the number of inten-
tional shooting incidents by police
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dropped by 66.5 percent, while the num-
ber of actual police officers that were
employed in New York City increased
by 37.9 percent.

Now, do not deal with the facts, and
these happen to be the facts. They will
tell us that this tough enforcement
does not work. It does work. Look at
the crimes. Look at the people’s lives
who have not been ravaged. Look at
the thousands who are living as a re-
sult of this policy, and there are less
incidents of shootings, with a 37.9 per-
cent increase in police officers.

Mr. Speaker, there were 62 percent
more shootings by police officers per
capita in the last year of David
Dinkins’ administration last year than
under Mayor Giuliani. The press will
not tell us that. Specifically, in 1993,
there were 212 incidents involving po-
lice officers in intentional shootings.
In 1994, there were 167. In 1998, under
Mayor Giuliani, there were 111. Mr.
Speaker, 111 compared to 212, a dra-
matic decrease under Mayor Giuliani.
In 1993, under David Dinkins’ last year
in office, there were 7.4 shooting inci-
dents per officer. That ratio is now
down to 2.8 shooting incidents per 1,000
officers.

By contrast, the misguided approach
of others will tell us that this does not
work. They will tell us that the war on
drugs is a failure, when we can show
tonight that there was, in fact, a 50
percent plus reduction under Presi-
dents Reagan and Bush, from 1985 to
1992, and since there has been a dra-
matic increase.

So the war on drugs is not a failure.
The tough enforcement policy is not a
failure. It does not brutalize anyone. In
fact, these projects and programs of
tough enforcement do work.

Finally, during the mid 1990s, I will
cite as another example, Richmond,
the capital of the Commonwealth of
Virginia, had one of the worst per cap-
ita murder rates in history, peaking in
1997 with 140 murders. What they did in
Richmond, the capital of the Common-
wealth of Virginia, was institute a
tough gun enforcement law entitled
Project Exile, tough prosecution.
Homicides in 1998 were approximately
33 percent below 1997, the lowest num-
ber since 1987, since the program was
instituted. Tough enforcement works
in Richmond, it works in New York
City. The policies where we turn our
back and let drug dealers rule the
streets in our neighborhoods, those
programs do not work. Just drive
through Baltimore, move your business
to Baltimore, or move to Baltimore
and you will see. It is my hope we can
turn Baltimore around. Baltimore is a
great American city with a great his-
tory, a beautiful area and with wonder-
ful people who have endured the wrong
policy. The American people have also
endured the wrong policy as it relates
to not having a real war on drugs, and
we can change that.

Mr. Speaker, I hope we will learn by
these costly lessons of the past. I hope
that we will give a serious effort to

conducting a real war on drugs, and
that the funds that this Congress has
appropriated from the American peo-
ple, hard-working American taxpayers’
monies they are sending here are ap-
propriately expended to bring this situ-
ation under control so that we have a
balanced program of interdiction, of
source-country programs, of treat-
ment, of education, of prevention; a
well-balanced program that we know
from the Reagan-Bush era did work,
that reduced drug usage in this coun-
try by some 50 percent.

So that is my hope, Mr. Speaker. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues in the House and in the other
body in an effort to again to find sen-
sible, cost-effective and real solutions
to the real problem we are facing.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank
the staff for staying late again any
hearing my Tuesday night presen-
tation. I am tired too; I would like to
have turned in early, but I think this is
most important, that we keep repeat-
ing this message, and that people un-
derstand the problem and challenge
that we are faced with, with illegal
narcotics.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BOSWELL (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 3:00 p.m. on
account of illness in the family.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

(By unanimous consent, permission
to address the House, following the leg-
islative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:)

The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. MALONEY of New York) to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:

Mr. KIND, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5

minutes, today.
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. JONES of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOSSELLA) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. KASICH, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PITTS, for 5 minutes, July 19 and

July 24.
Mr. TANCREDO, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. FOSSELLA, for 5 minutes, today.

f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, bills of the House of the fol-
lowing title.

H.R. 3544. To authorize a gold medal to be
presented on behalf of the Congress to Pope

John Paul II in recognition of his many and
enduring contributions to peace and reli-
gious understanding, and for other purposes.

H.R. 3591. To provide for the award of a
gold medal on behalf of the Congress to
former President Ronald Reagan and his wife
Nancy Reagan in recognition of their service
to the Nation.

H.R. 4391. To amend title 4 of the United
States Code to establish sourcing require-
ments for State and local taxation of mobile
telecommunication services.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 7 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, July 19, 2000, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

8829. A letter from the Administrator,
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Elimination of Re-
quirements for Partial Quality Control Pro-
grams [Docket No. 97–001F] (RIN: 0583–AC35)
received June 7, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

8830. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Melon Fruit Fly; Removal of Quar-
antined Area [Docket No. 99–097–2] received
June 27, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

8831. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the Department’s Report
on Improvements to the Joint Manpower
Process, pursuant to Public Law 104—201,
section 509(a) (110 Stat. 2513); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

8832. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting pro-
posed legislation that would extend author-
ity to carry out certain prototype projects
for three years, authorize the use of other
transactions for follow-on production for up
to a maximum of twenty programs, and au-
thorize the use of other transactions for pro-
totypes developed under the Commercial Op-
erations and Support Savings Initiative; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

8833. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Progress Payments for Foreign Military
Sales Contracts [DFARS Case 2000–D0009] re-
ceived June 20, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

8834. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Production Surveillance and Reporting
[DFARS Case 99–D026] received June 20, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

8835. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
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Uncompensated Overtime Source Selection
Factor [DFARS Case 2000–D013] received
June 20, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Armed
Services.

8836. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘Building
The Public Trust: A Report to Congress on
FHA Management Reform February 2000,’’
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1709(v); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

8837. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United
States, transmitting a report involving U.S.
exports to Taiwan, pursuant to 12 U.S.C.
635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

8838. A letter from the Director, Office of
Management and Budget, transmitting the
OMB Cost Estimate For Pay-As-You-Go Cal-
culations; to the Committee on the Budget.

8839. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Office of Special Education and Rehabilita-
tive Service, Department of Education,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Notice of Final Funding Priorities for Fiscal
Years 2000–2001 for New Awards for the Alter-
native Financing Technical Assistance Pro-
gram, both authorized under Title III of the
Assistance Technology Act of 1998—received
June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

8840. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Education, transmitting a
legislative proposal entitled, ‘‘Higher Edu-
cation Technical Amendments Act of 2000’’;
to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

8841. A letter from the National Council on
Disability, transmitting the Council’s report
entitled ‘‘National Disability Policy: A
Progress Report,’’ pursuant to 29 U.S.C.
781(a)(8); to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

8842. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting Model Comprehensive Program for
the Treatment of Substance Abuse, Metro-
politan Area Treatment Enhancement Sys-
tem (MATES) Final Report to the Congress
of the United States Fiscal Years 1994–2000,
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 290gg(f)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

8843. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear
Regulatory Commission and Secretary of
Labor, transmitting a draft bill entitled,
‘‘Energy Employee Protection Amendments
of 2000’’; to the Committee on Commerce.

8844. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—DOE Standard; Guide to Good Prac-
tices for Control of On-shift Training [DOE-
STD–1040–93] received June 15, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

8845. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—DOE Standard; Guide to Good Prac-
tices for Communications [DOE-STD–1031–92]
received June 15, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8846. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Envi-
ronment, Safety and Health, Department of
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—DOE Standard; Guide to Good Prac-
tices for Shift Routines and Operating Prac-
tices [DOE-STD–1041–93] received June 15,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

8847. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,

Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Prescription Drug Marketing Act of 1987;
Prescription Drug Amendments of 1992; Poli-
cies, Requirements, and Administrative Pro-
cedures; Delay of Effective Date; Reopening
of Administrative Record [Docket Nos. 92N–
0297 and 88N–0258] (RIN: 0905–AC81) received
June 19, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8848. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Final Approval of Operating Permit Program
Revisions; Metropolitan Government of
Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee [TN-
NASH-T5–2000–01a; FRL–6710–9] received
June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

8849. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Full Approval of Operating Permit Program;
Georgia [GA-T5–2000–01a; FRL–6711–2] re-
ceived June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8850. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Revisions to
the California State Implementation Plan,
Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control
District [CA241–0238a; FRL–6709–1] received
June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

8851. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—State of West
Virginia: Final Program Determination of
Adequacy of State Municipal Solid Waste
Landfill Permit Program [FRL–6710–3] re-
ceived June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8852. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans; Ari-
zona State Implementation Plan Revision,
Maricopa County Environmental Services
Department [AZ 086–0207a; FRL–6710–5] re-
ceived June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8853. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and Vermont; Aerospace Negative Declara-
tions [RI–042–01–6990a; A–1–FRL–6727–9] re-
ceived July 10, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8854. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Massachusetts; VOC Regulation
for Large Commecial Bakeries [MA077–7210a;
A–1–FRL–6709–5] received June 20, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

8855. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Winslow,
Camp Verde, Mayer, and Sun City West, Ari-
zona) [MM Docket No. 99–246; RM–9593; RM–
9770] received June 22, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

8856. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-

eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Ebro, Flor-
ida) [MM Docket No. 00–43; RM–9833] received
June 22, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8857. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief, Management, International Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Redes-
ignation of the 17.7–19.7 GHz Frequency
Band, Blanket Licensing of Satellite Earth
Stations in the 17.7–20.2 GHz Frequency
Bands, and the Allocation of Additional
Spectrum in the 17.3–17.8 GHz and 24.75–25.25
GHz Frequency Bands for Broadcast Sat-
ellite-Service Use [IB Docket No. 98–172; RM–
9005; RM–9118] received July 14, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

8858. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Taos, New
Mexico) [MM Docket No. 99–270; RM–9703] re-
ceived June 7, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8859. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations. (Powers,
Michigan) [MM Docket No. 99–359; RM–9784]
received June 7, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8860. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s re-
port entitled ‘‘Annual Report to Congress—
Progress on Superfund Implementation in
Fiscal Year 1999,’’ pursuant to 45 U.S.C. 9651;
to the Committee on Commerce.

8861. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—List of Approved Spent Fuel Stor-
age Casks: VSC–24 Revision (RIN: 3150–AG55)
received June 27, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8862. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Material
Safety and Safeguards, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—List of Approved Spent Fuel Stor-
age Casks: Standardized NUHOMS–24P and
NUHOMS–52B Revision (RIN: 3150–AG34) re-
ceived June 27, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

8863. A letter from the Lieutenant General,
Director, Defense Security Cooperation
Agency, transmitting notification con-
cerning the Department of the Army’s Pro-
posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance
(LOA) to Egypt for defense articles and serv-
ices (Transmittal No. 00–39), pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

8864. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Acquisition and Tech-
nology, Department of Defense, transmitting
a copy of Transmittal No. 08–00 constituting
a request for final approval for the Umbrella
Memorandum with Belgium, Denmark, Nor-
way, and the Netherlands for the F–16 Multi-
national Fighter Program, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

8865. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with Can-
ada [Transmittal No. DTC 050–00], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.
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8866. A letter from the Assistant Secretary

for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of technical data and/or
defense services sold commercially under a
contract to the Republic of Korea [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 043–00], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

8867. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles and
defense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 038–
00], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

8868. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting notification of a proposed Man-
ufacturing License Agreement with the Re-
public of Korea (Transmittal No. DTC–040–
00), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

8869. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 039–
00], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

8870. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Kazakhstan [Transmittal No.
DTC 049–00], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to
the Committee on International Relations.

8871. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to the United Kingdom [Trans-
mittal No. DTC 28–00], pursuant to 22 U.S.C.
2776(c); to the Committee on International
Relations.

8872. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with Can-
ada [Transmittal No. DTC 051–00], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

8873. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting Copies of international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C.
112b(a); to the Committee on International
Relations.

8874. A letter from the Secretary of Edu-
cation, transmitting the semiannual report
of the Inspector General for the 6-month pe-
riod ending March 31, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

8875. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting the Semi-
annual report to Congress for the period Oc-
tober 1, 1999 through March 31, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

8876. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee for Purchase From People Who
Are Blind or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to the
Procurement List—received June 7, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

8877. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Housing Finance Board, transmitting the
semiannual report on the activities of the
Office of Inspector General for the period Oc-
tober 1, 1999 through March 31, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b);
to the Committee on Government Reform.

8878. A letter from the Administrator, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the semi-annual report in compliance with
the Inspector General Act Amendments of
1988, pursuant to 5 app.; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

8879. A letter from the Deputy Archivist,
NPLN, National Archives and Records Ad-
ministration, transmitting the Administra-
tion’s final rule—Records Declassification
(RIN: 3095–AA67) received June 5, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Government Reform.

8880. A letter from the Chairman, National
Credit Union Administration, transmitting
the semiannual report on the activities of
the Office of Inspector General, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

8881. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting OPM’s
Fiscal Year 1998 Annual Report to Congress
on the Federal Equal Opportunity Recruit-
ment Program (FEORP), pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 7201(e); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

8882. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Election Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Electonic Filing of Re-
ports By Political Committees [Notice No.
2000–13] received June 19, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
House Administration.

8883. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Alabama Regulatory Program [SPATS
No. AL–070–FOR] received June 1, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

8884. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; Pa-
cific Ocean Perch in the Western Regulatory
Area of the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.
000211039–0039–01; I.D. 070600A] received July
13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

8885. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Re-
alignment of Jet Route [Airspace Docket No.
99–ASW–33] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received July
10, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8886. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce Ltd. Dart
511, 511–7E, 514–7, 528, 528–7E, 529–7E, 532–7,
532–7L, 532–7N, 532–7P, 532–7R, 535–7R, 551–7R,
and 552–7R Turboprop Engines [Docket No.
99–NE–50–AD; Amendment 39–11796; AD 2000–
12–18] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received July 10, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8887. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Fireworks Display, Provincetown Harbor,
Provincetown, MA [CGD01–00–122] (RIN: 2115–
AA97) received July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

8888. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Hill Bay, VA [CGD05–00–020] (RIN: 2115–AA97)
received July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8889. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Lake Erie, Red, White and Blues Bang,
Huron, Ohio [CGD09–00–020] (RIN: 2115–AA97)
received July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8890. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Lake Erie, Port Clinton, Ohio [CGD09–00–021]
(RIN: 2115–AA97) received July 13, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8891. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Lake Erie, Maumee River, Ohio [CGD09–00–
022] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received July 13, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8892. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Lake Erie, Huron River Fest, Huron, Ohio
[CGD09–00–023] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8893. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Regulated
Navigation Area: Kill Van Kull Channel,
Newark Bay Channel, South Elizabeth Chan-
nel, Elizabeth Channel, Port Newark Chan-
nel, and New Jersey Pierhead Channel, New
York and New Jersey [CGD01–98–165] (RIN:
2121–AA97) received July 13, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

8894. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—IFR Al-
titudes; Miscellaneous Amendments [Docket
No. 30094; Amdt. No. 423] received July 13,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8895. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Technical
Amendments; Organizational Changes; Mis-
cellaneous Editorial Changes and Con-
forming Amendments [USCG–2000–7223] re-
ceived July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8896. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Tongass Narrows, Ketchikan, AK [COTP
Southeast Alaska 00–008] (RIN: 2115–AA97) re-
ceived July 13, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8897. A letter from the Chairman of the
Board of Trustees, Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund, transmitting a notice of
error in transmitted in the 2000 Annual Re-
port of the Board of Trustees; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

8898. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting proposed bills, with section-by-section
summaries, to amend the Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA) and the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA); jointly to the Committees on Agri-
culture and Commerce.
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8899. A letter from the Secretary of En-

ergy, transmitting the Annual Report on
Contractor Work Force Restructuring for
Fiscal Year 1999, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 7274h;
jointly to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices and Commerce.

8900. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting an update regarding the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s 2020 Management Reform efforts
which have changed HUD for the better and
the semi-annual report of the Inspector Gen-
eral for the period ending March 31, 2000;
jointly to the Committees on Banking and
Financial Services and Government Reform.

8901. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting a report certifing that, during
calendar year 1999, the Department substan-
tially complied with the requirement in sec-
tion 212(n)(1) of the INA; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Education and the Workforce and
the Judiciary.

8902. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a report
on the appropriateness of the New Mexico ge-
ographic practice cost indices (GPCIs), which
are used in determining the payment rates
for physicians’ services under the Medicare
program, in comparison to the surrounding
states; jointly to the Committees on Com-
merce and Ways and Means.

8903. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting a draft bill, ‘‘To
amend title 23, United States Code, to pro-
vide for the creation of a highway Emer-
gency Relief Reserve, and for other pur-
poses’’; jointly to the Committees on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure and Ways and
Means.

8904. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Commerce, transmitting a
copy of draft legislation and a sectional
analysis for the ‘‘Technology Administration
Authorization Act of 2000’’; jointly to the
Committees on Science and Government Re-
form.

8905. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary, Center for Beneficiary Services,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Medicare Program; State Health Insurance
Assistance Program (SHIP) [HCFA–4005–IFC]
(RIN: 0938–AJ67) received July 12, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Com-
merce.

8906. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary, Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration, transmitting the Administration’s
final rule—Medicare Program; Solvency
Standards for Provider-Sponsored Organiza-
tions [HCFA–1011–F] (RIN: 0938–AI83) re-
ceived July 12, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Commerce.

8907. A letter from the Chair, Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission, transmit-
ting a report entitled, ‘‘The 2000 Report to
the Congress: Selected Medicare Issues’’;
jointly to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Commerce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HYDE: Committee on the Judiciary.
Supplemental report on H.R. 3485. A bill to
modify the enforcement of certain anti-ter-
rorism judgments, and for other purposes
(Rept. 106–733, Pt. 2).

Mr. ARCHER: Committee on Ways and
Means. House Joint Resolution 103. Resolu-

tion disapproving the extension of the waiver
authority contained in section 402(c) of the
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China; adversely; (Rept.
106–755). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. KOLBE: Committee on Appropriations.
H.R. 4871. A bill making appropriations for
the Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,
and for other purposes (Rept. 106–756). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 554. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 4576) making appro-
priations for the Department of Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, and
for other purposes (Rept. 106–757). Referred
to the House Calendar.

Mr. GOSS: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 555. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4118) to prohibit
the rescheduling or forgiveness of any out-
standing bilateral debt owed to the United
States by the Government of the Russian
Federation until the President certifies to
the Congress that the Government of the
Russian Federation has ceased all its oper-
ations at, removed all personnel from, and
permanently closed the intelligence facility
at Lourdes, Cuba (Rept. 106–758). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 556. Resolution waiving a
requirement of clause 6(a) of rule XIII with
respect to consideration of certain resolu-
tions reported from the Committee on Rules
(Rept. 106–759). Referred to the House Cal-
endar.

Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 557. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 1102) to
provide for pension reform, and for other
purposes (Rept. 106–760). Referred to the
House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. CRANE:
H.R. 4868. A bill to amend the Harmonized

Tariff Schedule of the United States to mod-
ify temporarily certain rates of duty, to
make other technical amendments to the
trade laws, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE:
H.R. 4869. A bill to amend the Clayton Act

to protect American consumers from foreign
drug price discrimination; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COBLE (for himself and Mr.
BERMAN):

H.R. 4870. A bill to make technical correc-
tions in patent, copyright, and trademark
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KOLBE:
H.R. 4871. A bill making appropriations for

the Treasury Department, the United States
Postal Service, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001,
and for other purposes.

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE):

H.R. 4872. A bill to allow postal patrons to
invest in vanishing wildlife protection pro-
grams through the voluntary purchase of
specially issued postage stamps; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 4873. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act to restore child’s insurance
benefits in the case of children who are 18
through 22 years of age and attend postsec-
ondary schools; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 4874. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to provide for eligibility
for coverage of home health services under
the Medicare Program on the basis of a need
for occupational therapy; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mr.
GOODLING, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. DEMINT, and Mr.
ISAKSON):

H.R. 4875. A bill to provide for improve-
ment of Federal education research, evalua-
tion, information, and dissemination; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. BLAGOJEVICH:
H.R. 4876. A bill to amend title 18, United

States Code, to prohibit the possession or
transfer of the easily concealable pistols
known as ‘‘pocket rockets’’; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself and Mr.
TRAFICANT):

H.R. 4877. A bill to amend title IV of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974 to provide for cost-of-living adjust-
ments to guaranteed benefit payments paid
by the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion; to the Committee on Education and the
Workforce.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. ENGLISH, and Mrs.
THURMAN):

H.R. 4878. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to increase the percent
of hospital bad debt that is reimbursable
under the Medicare Program; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committee on Commerce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KIND (for himself, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, and Ms. BALDWIN):

H.R. 4879. A bill to reform the Army Corps
of Engineers; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mrs. MORELLA (for herself, Mr.
DAVIS of Virginia, and Mr. HOYER):

H.R. 4880. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Police and Firemen’s Salary Act of
1958 to establish new pay rates and com-
pensation schedules for officers and members
of the United States Secret Service Uni-
formed Division and the United States Park
Police, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. SMITH of Washington:
H.R. 4881. A bill to benefit electricity con-

sumers by promoting the reliability of the
bulk-power system; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma:
H.R. 4882. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide that only after-
tax contributions may be made to the Presi-
dential Election Campaign Fund and that
taxpayers may designate contributions for a
particular national political party, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means, and in addition to the Committee
on House Administration, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. STRICKLAND:
H.R. 4883. A bill to authorize and direct the

maintenance of a reliable and economic ura-
nium enrichment, conversion, and mining in-
dustry, to assure the nuclear non-prolifera-
tion objects of the United States, to provide
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for the deployment of advanced uranium en-
richment technology, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BERRY (for himself, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. BONILLA, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mr. BAKER, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. JONES
of North Carolina, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. HAYES, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. BLUNT, and Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota):

H.J. Res. 105. A joint resolution to dis-
approve the rule submitted by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency on July 13, 2000,
relating to total maximum daily loads under
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. DICKEY:
H.J. Res. 106. A joint resolution to dis-

approve a final rule promulgated by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency concerning
water pollution; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois:
H. Con. Res. 373. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress that any Pres-
idential candidate should be permitted to
participate in debates among candidates if at
least 5 percent of respondents in national
public opinion polls of all eligible voters sup-
port the candidate’s election for President or
if a majority of respondents in such polls
support the candidate’s participation in such
debates; to the Committee on House Admin-
istration.

By Mr. TOWNS:
H. Con. Res. 374. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress that Har-
riet Tubman should have been paid a pension
for her service as a nurse and scout in the
United States Army during the Civil War; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself, Mrs.
MORELLA, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mrs.
FOWLER, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Ms. DUNN, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. DIAZ-
BALART):

H. Con. Res. 375. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the importance of children in the
United States and supporting the goals and
ideas of National Youth Day; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. TANCREDO:
H. Con. Res. 376. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of the Congress regarding
support for the recognition of a Liberty Day;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

f

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

403. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the General Assembly of the State of Ten-
nessee, relative to Senate Joint Resolution
No. 610 memorializing the United States
Congress to take all necessary measures to
prevent the proposed ergonomics rule from
taking effect; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

404. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Tennessee, relative to
Senate Joint Resolution No. 610 memorial-
izes the United States Congress to take all
necessary measures to prevent the proposed
ergonomics rule from taking effect; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

405. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of New Hampshire, relative to
House Joint Resolution No. 21 memorializing
the Congress for changes in the federal Clean
Air Act regarding best available control

technology and lowest achievable emission
rate; to the Committee on Commerce.

406. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Reso-
lution No. 124 memorializing the United
States Government to take appropriate ac-
tion to address the serious environmental
and public health problems posed by the
toxic wastes left behind at former United
States Military installations in the Phil-
ippines; to the Committee on International
Relations.

407. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Georgia, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 37 memorializing
Congress and the Federal Government to
allow for suspension of the requirements for
state matching funds associated with receipt
of federal grants when a state is experiencing
a budget deficit or shortfall; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

408. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Wisconsin, relative to Assembly
Resolution No. 29 memorializing support for
the Washington Juneteenth 2000 National
Holiday Observance, on the National Mall,
Lincoln Memorial and U.S. capital grounds,
scheduled for Saturday, June 17, 2000; to the
Committee on Government Reform.

409. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Hawaii, relative to House Con-
current Resolution No. 27 memorializing the
President and Congress to gather with Na-
tive Hawaiians in observance of the centen-
nial of the organic act; to the Committee on
Resources.

410. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 13 memorializing
the United States Congress and the Lou-
isiana congressional delegation to provide
funding from revenues received from oil and
gas activity on the Outer Continental Shelf
(OCS) to the Louisiana Department of Wild-
life and Fisheries for state enforcement of
the wildlife and fisheries laws; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

411. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island, relative
to House Resolution No. 2000–H 8292 memori-
alizing the United States Congress to provide
full and permanent funding for the Federal
Land and Water Conservation Fund; to the
Committee on Resources.

412. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado, relative to
Senate Joint Memorial No. 00–002 memori-
alizing the Members of the Congress of the
United States to dedicate the Old Spainish
Trail and Northern Branch of the Old
Spainish Trail as an historic trail; to the
Committee on Resources.

413. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 9 memorializing
the United States Congress to consider the
needs of state and local governments and
traditional ‘‘main street’’ merchants when
determining the proper course of action re-
garding Internet taxation; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

414. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Resolution No. 33 memorializing the United
States Congress to take such steps as nec-
essary to preserve the liberties of our nation
as a whole and the liberties of the individual
citizens of our nation; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

415. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Louisiana, relative to House
Concurrent Resolution No. 16 memorializing
the United States Congress to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code, regarding the children
of deceased public sector employees who re-
ceive death benefits from a state-sponsored
retirement system, to provide those children
with an exclusion from gross income equal to

one-half of such benefits and to treat all
such benefits above that limit as ordinary
income, but not as investment income, and
thereby bring equality of treatment to chil-
dren of deceased public and private sector
employees; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 73: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 141: Mr. LARSON and Mr. KENNEDY of

Rhode Island.
H.R. 207: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 220: Mr. PETRI.
H.R. 390: Mr. OWENS and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 443: Mr. ALLEN.
H.R. 515: Ms. ESHOO.
H.R. 531: Mr. CANNON, Mrs. CHENOWETH-

HAGE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. EWING, Mr.
GOSS, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin,
Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. REGULA, and
Mr. KUYKENDALL.

H.R. 534: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, and Mr.
WATT of North Carolina.

H.R. 802: Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut.
H.R. 1020: Mr. DICKS, Mr. COYNE, Ms. KAP-

TUR, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, and Mr.
HOLT.

H.R. 1102: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.
REYNOLDS, Mrs. BIGGERT, and Mrs. NORTHUP.

H.R. 1187: Mr. MOORE.
H.R. 1366: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 1592: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 1705: Ms. DELAURO.
H.R. 1771: Mr. GILCHREST.
H.R. 1772: Mr. GILCHREST.
H.R. 1795: Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. SAWYER, and

Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1798: Mr. ROGAN.
H.R. 1824: Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 1871: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LANTOS,

Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. COOK, and
Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 1899: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 2129: Mr. CAMP and Mr. PETERSON of

Minnesota.
H.R. 2341: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mrs. BIGGERT,

and Mr. BAKER.
H.R. 2457: Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.

HINOJOSA, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
MEEHAN, and Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 2594: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 2710: Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 2870: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 2953: Mr. TALENT, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-

nois, and Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2969: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 3004: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

BISHOP, Mr. HINCHEY, and Ms. STABENOW.
H.R. 3083: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GONZALEZ, and

Mr. PHELPS.
H.R. 3091: Mr. GEJDENSON.
H.R. 3118: Mr. POMBO.
H.R. 3193: Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 3212: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 3219: Mr. BACA.
H.R. 3295: Mr. PORTER.
H.R. 3449: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas.
H.R. 3514: Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 3667: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 3806: Mr. LAHOOD.
H.R. 3816: Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 3825: Mr. CLEMENT.
H.R. 3826: Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 3841: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 3842: Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr.

LANTOS, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. RILEY, and Mr.
CUMMINGS.
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H.R. 3915: Mr. ARMEY.
H.R. 3981: Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 4002: Mr. POMEROY.
H.R. 4011: Mr. RYUN of Kansas.
H.R. 4049: REYNOLDS.
H.R. 4066: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. LA-

FALCE, and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.
H.R. 4094: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Ms.

ROS-LEHTINEN.
H.R. 4165: Mr. BRADY of Texas.
H.R. 4167: Mr. GANSKE, Mr. PRICE of North

Carolina, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and
Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 4192: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 4207: Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. BORSKI, Mrs.

MINK of Hawaii, Ms. BERKLEY, and Mr.
THOMPSON of California.

H.R. 4215: Mr. DICKEY.
H.R. 4248: Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 4259: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. WATT of

North Carolina, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
and Mr. BROWN of Ohio.

H.R. 4274: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 4281: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.

DEFAZIO, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. SWEENEY, and Mr.
TIERNEY.

H.R. 4328: Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 4333: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. LEE, Ms. CARSON,

and Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 4360: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. OBERSTAR.
H.R. 4361: Mr. OLVER, Mr. WALSH, and Ms.

KAPTUR.
H.R. 4384: Mr. BISHOP, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN,

Mr. CLAY, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. RANGEL,
Ms. WATERS, Mr. GOODLING, and Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD.

H.R. 4410: Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey.
H.R. 4420: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 4441: Mr. WISE.
H.R. 4453: Ms. PELOSI.
H.R. 4481: Mr. BACA, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr.

WEXLER, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. LARSON, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
LOBIONDO, Mr. GREEN of Texas, and Mr. SNY-
DER.

H.R. 4492: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 4503: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 4526: Mr. KIND, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO,

and Mr. GIBBONS.
H.R. 4582: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 4624: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 4639: Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 4652: Mr. CALLAHAN.
H.R. 4659: Ms. DANNER, Mr. HOLDEN, and

Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 4660: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 4664: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. LEE,

Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 4669: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 4677: Mr. COMBEST.
H.R. 4759: Mr. GILMAN, Mr. SIMPSON, and

Mr. BOEHLERT.
H.R. 4760: Ms. STABENOW.
H.R. 4776: Mr. HERGER.
H.R. 4793: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. ISAKSON, and

Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 4794: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 4807: Mr. SAWYER, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,

Mr. RUSS, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr.
SCHAFFFER, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. NADLER, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. DICKS, Mrs.
LOWEY, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SABO, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. LEE,
and Mr. LATOURETTE.

H.R. 4844: Mr. QUINN, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. WISE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. CAMP, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Mr. TERRY, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. DICKEY, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr.

REYNOLDS, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
WYNN, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. NEY, Mr.
MEEKS of New York, Mr. KING, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. POMBO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. COSTELLO,
Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Ms. BROWN
of Florida, Mr. HORN, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Ms.
KILPATRICK, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. BERRY, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. COOK, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. LUCAS of Okla-
homa, Mr. TURNER, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. DOYLE,
Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SAXTON,
Mr. SHOWS, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. SNYDER, Mr.
HULSHOF, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. MUR-
THA, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. FROST, Mr. SHERWOOD,
Mr. ANDREWS, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. TANCREDO,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. PETER-
SON of Pennsylvania, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. BEREUTER, Mrs. MALONEY of New York,
Mr. BLILEY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. STEARNS, Mr.
STUPAK, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. EHRLICH, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. GOODLING, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. MICA, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. BLUNT,
Mr. KLINK, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. BORSKI, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. GREEN of
Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. STABENOW, and
Mrs. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 4850: Mr. STUPAK, Mrs. JONES of Ohio,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. KLINK, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr.
DOYLE, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 4864: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. OBEY, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. MINGE, Ms. CAR-
SON, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BAKER, Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington, and Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 4866: Mr. WELLER, Mr. CHABOT, and
Mr. SHAW.

H.J. Res. 102: Mrs. BONO, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, Mr. CHABOT, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
OXLEY, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BLUNT, and Mr.
THUNE.

H. Con. Res. 133: Mr. CANADY of Florida.
H. Con. Res. 321: Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. DEAL

of Georgia, Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms. BROWN of
Florida.

H. Con. Res. 341: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and
Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Con. Res. 350: Ms. CARSON and Ms. BALD-
WIN.

H. Con. Res. 363: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. WATT of North Carolina, and Mr. OWENS.

H. Con. Res. 372: Mr. CASTLE, Mr. FROST,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, and Mr. SENSENBRENNER.

H. Res. 107: Mr. MORAN of Virginia.
H. Res. 420: Mr. KLINK and Ms. RIVERS.
H. Res. 430: Mr. HALL of Texas.
H. Res. 437: Mrs. CLAYTON.
H. Res. 537: Ms. DANNER, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr.

MATSUI, Mr. PAYNE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. YOUNG
of Florida, Mr. STARK, Mr. GOSS.

H. Res. 551: Mrs. EMERSON and Mr. LEWIS of
Kentucky.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 7 of Rule XII, sponsors

were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1660: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of the rule XVIII, pro-

posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4871

OFFERED BY: MR. DEUTSCH

AMENDMENT NO. 1: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section, preceding the
short title, the following new section:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to allow the impor-
tation into the United States of any product
that is the growth, product, or manufacture
of Iran.

H.R. 4871

OFFERED BY: MR. GILMAN

AMENDMENT NO. 2: At the appropriate place
in the bill, insert the following new section:

SEC. ll. Section 616 of the Treasury,
Postal Service and General Government Ap-
propriations Act, 1988, as contained in the
Act of December 22, 1987 (40 U.S.C. 490b), is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) All existing and newly hired workers
in any child care center located in federally
owned or leased facilities shall undergo a
criminal history background check as de-
fined in section 231 of the Crime Control Act
of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 13041).’’.

H.R. 4871

OFFERED BY: MR. KUCINICH

AMENDMENT NO. 3: In the item relating to
‘‘DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY—DE-
PARTMENTAL OFFICES—SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’, insert before the period at the end
the following: ‘‘: Provided, That of the
amounts made available under this heading,
$500,000 shall be for preparing a report to the
Congress on the contents of agreements be-
tween the International Monetary Fund and
debtor countries and the World Bank and
debtor countries: Provided further, That in
preparing such report, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall report all provisions of those
agreements that require countries to pri-
vatize state-owned enterprises and public
services; lower barriers to imports, including
basic food products; privatize their public
pension or social security systems; raise
bank interest rates; eliminate regulations on
the environment and natural resources; and
reform their labor laws and regulations, in-
cluding legal minimum wages, benefits, and
the right to strike’’.

H.R. 4871

OFFERED BY: MR. NADLER

AMENDMENT NO. 4: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following new section:

SEC. ll. Section 9101 of the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 (111 Stat. 670) is repealed.

H.R. 4871

OFFERED BY: MR. QUINN

AMENDMENT NO. 5: In the item relating to
‘‘GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION—FED-
ERAL BUILDINGS FUND—LIMITATIONS ON AVAIL-
ABILITY OF REVENUE’’—

(1) after the first and last dollar amounts,
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,600,000)’’;

(2) redesignate paragraphs (1) through (4)
as paragraphs (2) through (5), respectively;
and

(3) before paragraph (2) (as so redesig-
nated), insert the following:
(1) $3,600,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended for construction of additional
projects at locations and at maximum con-
struction improvement costs (including
funds for sites and expenses and associated
design and construction services) as follows:

New York:
Buffalo, U.S. courthouse, $3,600,000;
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:15 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Gracious Father, You have all au-
thority in Heaven and on Earth. You 
are sovereign Lord of our lives and of 
our Nation. We submit to Your author-
ity. Bless the Senators as they serve 
You together in this Senate Chamber 
and as they recommit to You all that 
they do and say this day. Make it a 
productive day. Give them positive at-
titudes that exude hope. In each dif-
ficult impasse, help them to seek Your 
guidance. Draw them closer to You in 
whose presence they will discover that, 
in spite of differences in particulars, 
they are here to serve You and our be-
loved Nation together. Gracious Lord, 
You have made this Senate a family, 
and we care for each other. Together 
we intercede for the needs of our 
friend, PAUL COVERDELL, and ask You 
to guide and keep him this day. All 
praise and glory and honor be to You, 
Gracious Lord. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable GEORGE V. VOINOVICH, 
a Senator from the State of Ohio, led 
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
distinguished Senator from Ohio is rec-
ognized. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, 
today the Senate will immediately re-

sume debate on the Interior appropria-
tions bill with Senators FEINGOLD and 
BINGAMAN in control of 15 minutes each 
to offer and debate their amendments. 
Following that debate, at approxi-
mately 9:45, the Senate will proceed to 
rollcall votes on the remaining amend-
ments to the Interior appropriations 
bill, as well as on the final passage. 
Following the disposition of the Inte-
rior appropriations bill, the Senate will 
begin the final four votes on the rec-
onciliation bill. Therefore, Senators 
should be prepared to stay in the 
Chamber for up to 12 votes with all 
votes after the first limited to 10 min-
utes in length. 

As a reminder, the Senate will recess 
for the weekly party conferences from 
12:30 to 2:15 p.m. 

For the remainder of the day, it is 
expected that the Senate will begin 
consideration of the Agriculture appro-
priations bill. 

I thank my colleagues for their co-
operation. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4578, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4578) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes. 

Pending: 

Reed amendment No. 3798, to increase 
funding for weatherization assistance grants, 
with an offset. 

Bryan/Fitzgerald amendment No. 3883, to 
reduce the Forest Service timber sale budget 
by $30,000,000 and increase the wildland fire 
management budget by $15,000,000. 

Lieberman modified amendment No. 3811, 
to provide funding for maintenance of a 
Northeast Home Heating Oil Reserve, with 
an offset. 

Nickles amendment No. 3884, to defend the 
Constitutional system of checks and bal-
ances between the Legislative and Executive 
branches. 

Reid (for Boxer) amendment No. 3885, to 
provide that none of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be used for the preven-
tive application of a pesticide containing a 
known or probable carcinogen, a category I 
or II acute nerve toxin or a pesticide of the 
organophosphate, carbamate, or organo-
chlorine class as identified by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in National Parks 
in any area where children may be present. 

Gorton (for Bond) amendment No. 3886, to 
prohibit use of funds for application of unap-
proved pesticides in certain areas that may 
be used by children. 

Reid (for Bingaman) amendment No. 3887, 
to express the sense of the Senate regarding 
the protection of Indian program monies 
from judgement fund claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. It is my understanding 
we have until 9:45 in morning business, 
and then votes will be taken, is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico controls 15 min-
utes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be allowed to 
speak as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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TAX CODE CHANGES 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, those 
who have followed the proceedings of 
the Senate over the last 2 weeks under-
stand we have been debating changes in 
the Tax Code. The two changes we have 
focused on are changes in the estate 
tax and changes in what is known as 
the marriage penalty. These are two 
very interesting proposals that have 
been before the Senate but they really 
tell the story about the priorities of 
the Senate when it comes to dealing 
with the economy and helping families 
across America. 

The estate tax, which we have con-
sidered and passed in a version last 
week to ultimately repeal it, is a tax 
which affects a very small percentage 
of Americans. In fact, fewer than 2 per-
cent of American families will pay the 
estate tax. Those who end up paying it 
are the wealthiest people in America. 

It is curious to me that when we es-
tablished our list of priorities in this 
Congress as to tax relief, the first peo-
ple in line were the wealthiest people 
in America. That is not to say we 
should not consider tax relief that in-
volves them, but I think everyone un-
derstands that average families, small-
er businesses, and family farms have 
priorities, too, when it comes to tax re-
lief. 

Take a look at what the Republican 
proposals under the estate tax, as well 
as the so-called marriage penalty tax, 
would do in terms of the people in 
America and their income groups. 

For the 20 percent of American fami-
lies lowest in income, the Republican 
proposals, two of them—the estate tax 
as well as the marriage penalty—result 
in tax breaks of $24 a year. Then, as 
you start moving up in income, you see 
that not until you get up to the level of 
the next 15 percent here, of the top 
wage earners in America, do you find 
people even seeing a tax break of about 
$900 a year—about $75 or $80 a month. 

Now look at what happens when you 
go to the top 1 percent of wage earners 
in America, the wealthiest people in 
America: $23,000 in tax breaks coming 
from this Republican-led Senate under 
these two bills, estate tax reform and 
marriage penalty. 

So if you happen to be in a working 
family, down here, you are not going to 
notice what has been going on in the 
Senate because, frankly, the tax relief 
they are sending your way hardly pays 
for a magazine. But look what happens 
at the highest income levels: $24 for the 
lowest wage earners, the people strug-
gling to survive in America; $23,000 for 
the wealthiest people in this country. 
Time and time and time again, the Re-
publican leadership, given a chance to 
deal with tax equity in America, de-
cides the best thing that can be done is 
to give to the wealthiest Americans 
more tax breaks. 

This tells the story as well. I will not 
go through it in all detail, but the top 
1 percent of wage earners in this coun-
try, people making over $300,000 a 
year—those folks are going to see a tax 

break of $23,000; 43 percent of all the 
tax relief coming in these two Repub-
lican bills goes to people making over 
$300,000 a year. 

There are people who will say per-
haps they need it. I am not one of 
them. Frankly, I can tell you who 
needs it, as far as I am concerned. A 
working family trying to figure out 
how they are going to pay for their 
kid’s college education expenses, those 
are the folks who need a tax break. 
When we put on the floor a measure 
sponsored by my seatmate here, Sen-
ator Charles SCHUMER of New York, to 
allow people to deduct $12,000 a year in 
college education expenses instead of 
giving tax breaks to the wealthy, it 
was rejected by the Republican major-
ity. A $12,000 deduction for college edu-
cation expenses was rejected while we 
give a $23,000-a-year tax break to the 
wealthiest among us. 

Then Senator DODD of Connecticut, 
who has been a leader in child care, 
stood up and said we have a lot of peo-
ple going to work in America every day 
worried about the safety and quality of 
child care; let’s give them a tax break 
so they can pay for good, professional, 
safe child care and have peace of mind 
while at work that their kids are in 
good hands. It was rejected by the Re-
publican majority. The idea of helping 
working families take care of their 
kids was rejected. 

Then Senator KENNEDY and others of-
fered a prescription drug benefit for 
seniors and the disabled under Medi-
care, struggling to pay for their drug 
bills. We said we think that is a higher 
priority than a $23,000 tax break for the 
wealthiest people in America. The Re-
publican majority said no, it is not a 
higher priority; it is a much higher pri-
ority to keep in the front of the line at 
all times the wealthiest people in 
America. That is what this debate is 
all about. 

The question is, Whom do we stand 
for? Do we stand for working families 
in this country or do we stand for the 
financially articulate who, frankly, 
lord over this political process with 
their representatives who come in ex-
pensive suits, well dressed, standing in 
the corridors here saying we have to 
help the wealthy of America. 

For good Heaven’s sake, for the last 
8 years this economy has been on such 
a roll, the wealthiest in America have 
done very, very well. I don’t begrudge 
them that. But when we talk about 
helping people in this country, why 
don’t we remember the folks who get 
up and go to work every single day, 
who worry about their kids’ education 
expenses, who are concerned about day 
care where they can leave their kids 
safely, who want to make certain their 
parents can afford the prescription 
drugs they need to stay healthy? 

That is not a priority among the Re-
publican leadership here. They don’t 
want to talk about it. They want to go 
to their convention in Philadelphia in 2 
weeks and talk about how they have 
worked so hard for tax cuts and Presi-

dent Clinton and the Democrats have 
stopped them. Don’t forget to ask them 
the question, Who are the winners 
under your tax cuts? The winners are 
those who turn out always to win when 
the Republicans are in control. The 
wealthiest win again and again in 
America. 

I see Senator HARKIN. Senator HAR-
KIN came in with his own proposal, try-
ing to help those concerned about tax 
equity. I am happy to yield to him at 
this point. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my friend for his very eloquent and de-
cisive statement. I think my friend has 
really put his finger on it. 

I would add one other thing to what 
we attempted to do here with the fu-
ture surpluses the Senator was men-
tioning, the various things we wanted 
to do to try to help average working 
people. I had offered an amendment a 
couple of weeks ago to fully fund the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act so we could help the States help 
families with children with disabilities 
to send them to school to get them the 
best possible education. We were sty-
mied by the Republicans. Most of them 
voted against it. 

Yet they find it within themselves to 
give, as the Senator pointed out, to the 
top 1 percent of this country 43 percent 
of the tax breaks. The surplus we have 
coming in the next 10 years is being 
used up by these tax breaks. I might 
ask the Senator if that is not so. It is 
my information, just this year, up 
until right now, this Senate, under Re-
publican leadership, has passed some-
thing over $1.3 trillion in tax cuts. Am 
I in the ballpark, I ask the Senator? 

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator from Iowa 
is correct. As these charts indicate, 
those tax breaks are going to the 
wealthiest people in America. I think 
the Senator from Iowa, from my neigh-
boring State, believes as I do: Hard- 
working people in this country are not 
looking for a handout; they are looking 
for an opportunity. Give them a chance 
to pay for their kids’ college education; 
give them a chance to pay for prescrip-
tion drugs; give them a chance to pay 
for day care. And the Republicans say 
consistently: That is not a priority. 
That is not important. 

Mr. HARKIN. I see my distinguished 
colleague from Massachusetts. The 
other day, Senator KENNEDY was point-
ing out that the Republicans have 
passed $1.3 trillion in tax cuts. Yet we 
have not purchased one book; we have 
not reduced the size of one class, we 
have not hired one new teacher, mod-
ernized one school, brought one pre-
scription drug for the elderly. Yet they 
spend $1.3 trillion of the surplus that is 
there because of hard-working Ameri-
cans the Senator from Illinois is talk-
ing about. 

Mr. DURBIN. I might say in response 
to the Senator from Iowa, to think we 
live in a nation where 30 percent of our 
population cannot read any higher 
than a fifth-grade level, this is a waste 
of resources in our country. We will 
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need to be a productive society in the 
21st century. The fact is that this Re-
publican-controlled Congress does not 
even view education as a high enough 
priority; they would rather put our 
time and our effort into tax breaks for 
people who are doing very well under 
our economy. 

I will be happy to yield again to the 
Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator knows that next week we cele-
brate the 10th anniversary of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act. A re-
cent court decision upheld the ADA, 
trying to get people with disabilities 
the right to live independently in their 
own communities. That is going to re-
quire us to make some changes in this 
country. It is going to require us to in-
vest in making sure people with dis-
abilities have the kind of support they 
need so they can get education and jobs 
and independent living and transpor-
tation. If we do that, they are going to 
be wage earners and taxpayers and not 
living in institutions. 

I say to the Senator from Illinois, as 
we celebrate the ADA next week, we 
ought to think about that, where all 
the money is now going, because the 
Republicans are giving it all to the top 
1 percent and there will not be any-
thing left to help make our country 
more fair and just, and to make sure 
we live up to our obligation to people 
with disabilities so they are fully inte-
grated into our society. 

Mr. DURBIN. I will be happy to yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Just before the Sen-
ator leaves that thought about the 
need for support for special education, 
this is something the Senator from 
Iowa has been particularly interested 
in and in which he is strongly sup-
ported by the Senator from Illinois and 
myself. 

We have heard a lot of lectures out 
here about the importance of helping 
local communities who have these ex-
traordinary challenges of families who 
have children with these special needs, 
and it places a very special burden on 
local communities. I think the Sen-
ators from Iowa and Illinois and others 
understand the importance of giving 
help and relief to these communities 
all across this country. We hear about 
the need out there. 

I am wondering whether the Senator 
shares my belief that after giving $1.3 
trillion away, whether we should not 
have used some of those resources to 
try to help local communities and help 
families who have these kinds of spe-
cial needs for their children? 

We are going to be hard pressed to 
find the resources to do that. Perhaps 
the Senator would also tell me why it 
is now that we have gone all of this 
last year, all of this year, and we still 
can’t get a minimum wage up to look 
out for the interests of 13 million 
Americans who are working 40 hours a 
week, 52 weeks a year, who take pride 
and have a sense of dignity, that we 
can’t have an opportunity to address 

it, when in the last 5 days we have 
given $1.3 trillion away to the wealthi-
est individuals. 

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator 
from Massachusetts, if you take a look 
at this chart, this is what the Repub-
licans want to do for those who are 
working for the minimum wage, for 
less than $13,000 a year. They want to 
give them a tax cut of $24. Two dollars 
a month is their response. We are try-
ing to give them a dollar an hour in-
crease under Senator KENNEDY’s lead-
ership in the minimum wage. Yet those 
at the highest level, those making over 
$300,000 a year, under the Republican 
proposal, will see a tax break of $23,000 
a year. That is almost double what peo-
ple making minimum wage are receiv-
ing in income. We are going to give 
that much in a tax break to those mak-
ing over $300,000. 

So instead of raising the minimum 
wage for the millions that the Senator 
refers to—and the 350,000 people who 
get up and go to work every day in Illi-
nois at minimum-wage jobs—we are, 
instead, giving a tax break to the 
wealthiest among us. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator re-
spond to another question? 

Is it the Senator’s position—and we 
have been joined by the Senators from 
California and New York—that there is 
a greater priority to provide a prescrip-
tion drug program for the 40 million 
Americans who need prescription drugs 
than there is to grant the $1.3 trillion 
to the wealthiest individuals, that the 
Senator from Illinois shares the belief 
that we ought to be addressing that 
particular issue prior to the time that 
we give away all of these funds to some 
of the wealthiest individuals? 

Mr. DURBIN. I agree completely. 
When Senator FEINGOLD offered his 

amendment that said anyone with an 
estate over $100 million a year will 
have to pay estate taxes, it was re-
jected by the Republicans. To think 
people that wealthy should not pay 
their taxes, while many seniors have to 
choose between filling their prescrip-
tion drug prescriptions or filling their 
refrigerators with food, I think tells 
the difference between the two parties 
when it comes to helping America. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DURBIN. I am happy to yield. 
Mrs. BOXER. I do not know if the 

Senator has mentioned this, but it 
seems to me this Republican Congress 
wants to take care of the top 2 percent 
of income earners in this country; and 
as far as the other 98 percent, they 
don’t seem to care. 

Why do I say that? Because you have 
to look at the action. I ask the Senator 
to again hold up that chart. What is 
happening here? If you asked the aver-
age person in the higher income brack-
ets, who is doing so well in this par-
ticular time—thanks to the policies, I 
would say, of the Clinton-Gore team, 
supported by those of us in Congress— 
they don’t need to get back $23,000 a 
year. They are doing extremely well. 

Does my friend think it is time to 
take a little of this emotion—I watched 

the debate when Senator FEINGOLD of-
fered his amendment to exempt estates 
of any taxes up to $100 million. I 
thought at least on that point our 
friends on the other side could join 
hands with us. But no, the emotion on 
the other side of the aisle, defending 
the people, the ‘‘poor’’ people who are 
worth more than $100 million, was so 
powerful that I only wished we could 
take a tenth of that emotion and ad-
dress it to the minimum wage and pre-
scription drugs and good public edu-
cation. 

I wonder if my friend noted the 
strong emotion and feeling on the 
other side of the aisle when it came to 
defending and protecting the wealthi-
est in this country, rather than the 98 
percent of the people who need it. Did 
he take note of that? 

Mr. DURBIN. I say to the Senator 
from California, time and again, the 
Republican Senators here have felt the 
‘‘pain’’ of being wealthy in America. 
They can feel the ‘‘pain’’ of those who 
make over $1 million each year, over 
$300,000. They don’t seem to feel any 
pain or any sense of emotion when it 
comes to the working families. 

f 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001—Resumed 

AMENDMENT NO. 3798 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 

of 9:45 a.m. having arrived, the ques-
tion now occurs on the Reed amend-
ment No. 3798. 

The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I believe 

my colleague, Senator GORTON, has a 
modification to my amendment, which 
I will accept. He is prepared to offer 
the modification to my amendment. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, what is 
the order of business? It is 9:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes evenly divided for expla-
nation on the Reed amendment No. 
3798. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, Senator 
REED and I have come to an accommo-
dation, and we have a modification to 
his amendment. 

First, I ask unanimous consent that 
the yeas and nays on the Reed amend-
ment be vitiated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3798, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I send a 

modification to the Reed amendment 
to the desk, and ask unanimous con-
sent that it be immediately considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 
(Purpose: To increase funding for weather-

ization assistance grants, with an offset) 
On page 182, beginning on line 9, strike 

‘‘$761,937,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘$138,000,000’’ on line 17 and insert 
‘‘$763,937,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be derived by 
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transfer from unobligated balances in the 
Biomass Energy Development account and 
$2,000,000 shall be derived by transfer of a 
proportionate amount from each other ac-
count for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for travel, supplies, and printing ex-
penses: Provided, That $174,000,000 shall be for 
use in energy conservation programs as de-
fined in section 3008(3) of Public Law 99–509 
(15 U.S.C. 4507): Provided further, That not-
withstanding section 3003(d)(2) of Public Law 
99–509, such sums shall be allocated to the el-
igible programs as follows: $140,000,000’’. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, this 
modification does make an increase in 
the appropriation to the amount in the 
House bill. 

It has been a pleasure to work with 
Mr. REED toward a cause in which he 
believes and in a way which is fiscally 
responsible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator for his gracious cooperation. 
This would increase the money we are 
committing to the weatherization pro-
gram so that we could, in fact, provide 
more assistance to low-income homes 
to weatherize their homes, both to pro-
tect themselves in the cold of winter 
and the heat of summer. It would also 
make, we hope, the Nation less depend-
ent on foreign sources of energy. It is 
an excellent proposal and program. 

I thank the Senator for his coopera-
tion. 

Mr. President, I yield back my time 
and ask for a voice vote on the meas-
ure. 

Mr. GORTON. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 3798, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 3798), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. REID. I move to reconsider the 
vote and move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3910 AND 3911, EN BLOC 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that two amend-
ments that were inadvertently omitted 
from the managers’ package last night 
be adopted at this time. 

I send them to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-

TON], for Mr. GRASSLEY, for himself and Mr. 
HARKIN, proposes an amendment numbered 
3910. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. GOR-
TON] proposes an amendment numbered 3911. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments, en bloc, are as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 3910 
(Purpose: To direct the Secretary of the In-

terior to enter into a land exchange with 
Dubuque Barge & Fleeting Services, Inc., 
of Dubuque, Iowa) 
On page 163, after line 23, insert the fol-

lowing: 

SEC. 1ll. MISSISSIPPI RIVER ISLAND NO. 228, 
IOWA, LAND EXCHANGE. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION OF LAND TO BE RE-
CEIVED IN EXCHANGE.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of the Interior, acting through the 
Director of the United States Fish and Wild-
life Service (referred to in this section as the 
‘‘Secretary’’), shall provide Dubuque Barge & 
Fleeting Services, Inc. (referred to in this 
section as ‘‘Dubuque’’), a notice that identi-
fies parcels of land or interests in land— 

(1) that are of a value that is approxi-
mately equal to the value of the parcel of 
land comprising the northern half of Mis-
sissippi River Island No. 228, as determined 
through an appraisal conducted in con-
formity with the Uniform Appraisal Stand-
ards for Federal Land Acquisition; and 

(2) that the Secretary would consider ac-
ceptable in exchange for all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to that 
parcel. 

(b) LAND FOR WILD LIFE AND FISH REF-
UGE.—Land or interests in land that the Sec-
retary may consider acceptable for the pur-
poses of subsection (a) include land or inter-
ests in land that would be suitable for inclu-
sion in the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life 
and Fish Refuge. 

(c) EXCHANGE.—Not later than 30 days after 
Dubuque offers land or interests in land iden-
tified in the notice under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall convey all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the 
parcel described in subsection (a) in ex-
change for the land or interests in land of-
fered by Dubuque, and shall permanently dis-
continue barge fleeting in the Mississippi 
River island, Tract JO–4, Parcel A, in the W/ 
2 SE/4, Section 30, T.29N., R.2W., Jo Daviess 
County, Illinois, located between miles #578 
and #579, commonly known as Pearl Island. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3911 
On page 126, line 16, strike ‘‘$207,079,000’’ 

and insert ‘‘$208,579,000’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to. 

The amendments (Nos. 3910 and 3911), 
en bloc, were agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3883 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there are 2 minutes 
of debate on the Bryan amendment. 

The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, this 

amendment would reduce the amount 
of money in a program that loses the 
American taxpayers a great deal of 
money—some $2 billion over the period 
of 1992 to 1997—and transfers $15 mil-
lion into a program to help prevent for-
est fires in those areas which interface 
with the urban base. So we have State 
and local governments and the Forest 
Service all needing more money for 
planting. 

This is totally different from the 
amendment the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico offered which deals 
with reducing fuels that cause fires—a 
totally separate issue. This one is a 
winner for the American taxpayer, and 
it is a winner for the other people who 
live in those areas that can be affected 
by forest fires. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President, 
I rise today in strong opposition to the 
Bryan amendment which proposes to 

cut funding for the Forest Service’s 
timber sale program. Unfortunately, 
this amendment continues to assault 
on the statutory principle of multiple 
use of public lands. 

While I don’t take issue with the 
Senator from Nevada on the question 
of increasing funds for fire prepared-
ness under the U.S. Forest Service, I 
must vehemently disagree with the 
proposal that the federal timber pro-
gram should be slashed by thirty mil-
lion dollars. As we all know, we are 
dealing with finite resources under the 
Interior appropriations bill, and I be-
lieve the managers of the bill have 
achieved a proper balance under these 
circumstances. In addition, I must re-
mind my colleagues that just last week 
we all voted to dramatically increase 
funds for hazardous fuels reduction 
with the adoption of the Domenici 
amendment. 

Year after year, opponents of logging 
on public lands allege that the Forest 
Service timber program is a subsidy for 
timber companies. The fact is, how-
ever, public timber is sold at competi-
tive auctions at market prices. This is 
no subsidy for timber companies. Year 
after year, opponents of logging on 
public lands also claim that the Forest 
Service timber program is a money 
loser. Of course, their figures never 
seem to take into account the bureau-
cratic and statutory requirements cre-
ated by a myriad of federal land regula-
tions or recent accounting changes 
that front-load certain expenses, mak-
ing more sales appear below cost. Un-
like many private lands, National For-
est System lands are managed for mul-
tiple uses—recreation, wildlife habitat, 
and forest products. If anything, the 
fiscal arguments used by proponents of 
this amendment only prove that, in-
deed, federal regulatory mandates are 
quite expensive. 

Ironically, this amendment is actu-
ally counterproductive for the environ-
ment as well. We have well over sixty- 
five million acres of the National For-
est System at risk of catastrophic 
wildlife, disease, and insect infestation. 
The high fuel loads created by a cen-
tury of fire suppression, and eight 
years of passive forest management 
have set up our national forests for 
catastrophic wildlifes that threaten 
homes, wildlife, and watersheds. Me-
chanical removal through timber sales 
can be an efficient and economical tool 
to reduce these wildfire risks, and it 
should be available to the professional 
foresters of the Forest Service. 

Despite its strong backing from envi-
ronmental groups, the Bryan amend-
ment will do nothing for global envi-
ronmental stewardship as long as we, 
in the United States, continue to con-
sume more wood products. During the 
assault on public lands industries 
under this administration, the amount 
of timber sold from our federal forests 
has dropped by nearly eighty percent. 
Predictably, our lumber imports have 
jumped by fifty percent over the same 
time. In other words, further cutting 
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our domestic federal timber program 
may be a feel-good move for some, but 
it will merely serve to encourage the 
shift of U.S. timber consumption to 
forests in foreign countries. Many of 
these source countries do not have the 
rigorous environmental standards we 
have in the U.S.—so we should ask our-
selves whose environment we are really 
saving with this amendment, and at 
what cost. 

What is particularly troubling for me 
about this kind of attack on the timber 
sale program is that Oregon has some 
of the best forests for timber produc-
tion in the world. Certainly, Oregon 
forests are able to regenerate this re-
newable resource in a much more envi-
ronmentally sound way than some of 
the foreign forests on which we have 
come to depend for our wood products 
needs. Yet in Oregon we have seen an 
even steeper decline in federal timber 
harvests than the nation as a whole 
during the Clinton-Gore years—more 
than ninety percent. Over a hundred 
mills have closed in my state and thou-
sands of family-wage jobs in rural 
counties have been lost. Just last 
month, two more wood products facili-
ties closed—one in Dallas, Oregon and 
one in Wallowa, Oregon. The Bryan 
amendment will just exacerbate the 
transfer of these jobs to foreign timber 
producers. 

Mr. President, I’m not saying that 
there isn’t a place for environment and 
recreational purposes on our federal 
lands—there certainly is. However, I 
believe strongly that we must manage 
our federal lands in a balanced way, so 
that we are good stewards of the land 
and meet some of our human needs for 
timber and recreation at the same 
time. Unfortunately, the amendment 
before us is just another attempt to ex-
port jobs and timber harvests overseas 
at the expense of rural America. I urge 
my colleagues to reject the Bryan 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, this is 
another attempt to do away with the 
timber program and the salvage pro-
gram, and all those associated with 
them. If you want to do something 
about fires, or the safety of the forests, 
or the health of the forests, what you 
do is maintain a healthy harvest situa-
tion. In other words, it just makes a 
lot of sense. It is the old idea of the 
Government having to own all the 
land. You have to harvest those trees. 
To take the money away from it does 
not get to the environmental objective 
that a lot of us want to get to. 

I hope my colleagues will reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. BRYAN. Might I inquire, is there 
any more time remaining on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
not. The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 3883. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 207 Leg.] 
YEAS—45 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Conrad 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3883) was re-
jected. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the votes in 
the next series be limited to 10 minutes 
each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Lieberman amendment be 
postponed and be put last on the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3884 
Under the previous order, there are 2 

minutes equally divided on the Nickles 
amendment numbered 3884. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this 
amendment would basically say there 
would be no new national monuments 
unless authorized by an act of Con-
gress. 

Under the Antiquities Act, this ad-
ministration just this year declared 2 
million acres to be national monu-
ments. 

I happen to be a fan of national 
monuments, but I think we should 
have local input. We should have the 
Governors say whether or not they are 
for it. We should have local commu-
nities testify before Congress. We 
should have some input. Right now, 
that is not happening. 

Prior to the last election, the Presi-
dent stood at the Grand Canyon and 
declared 1.7 million acres in Utah a na-
tional monument. This year, he de-
clared 2 million acres. In contrast, that 
compares to 86,000 acres by Presidents 
Nixon, Ford, Reagan, and Bush. Presi-
dent Johnson declared 344,000. This 
President has already declared 2 mil-
lion acres this year. 

I think Congress should have some 
input. We should authorize it by an act 
of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition? 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, the 

Nickles amendment is a historic vote. 
Since 1906, virtually every President of 
the United States has used the Antiq-
uities Act to protect valuable, irre-
placeable national treasures, such as 
the Grand Tetons and Olympic Na-
tional Park. 

With this Nickles amendment, the 
party of Teddy Roosevelt officially 
abandons its commitment to his envi-
ronmental legacy. Without as much of 
a minute of hearings on this issue, the 
Nickles amendment strips the Presi-
dent of the authority he has had for 
generations to protect America’s nat-
ural and national treasures. The Grand 
Old Party works overtime to protect 
the legacy of the wealthy from tax-
ation but refuses to protect the leg-
acies of meadows, rivers, mountains, 
and forests for our children. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the Nickles amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for a rollcall on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 3884. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 208 Leg.] 

YEAS—49 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Frist 

Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 

Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 
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NAYS—50 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3884) was re-
jected. 

Mr. DURBIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, in a 
very short period of time now, we can 
adopt two amendments that have now 
been agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3811 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent we now proceed to 
consider the Lieberman amendment 
No. 3811. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 
amendment has now been agreed to by 
all sides. 

We yield back all time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

being yielded back, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 3811) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3887 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that we now pro-
ceed to the Bingaman amendment No. 
3887. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3887, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, an 

agreement has been reached on this 
amendment, which requires a modifica-
tion. I send the modification to the 
Bingaman amendment to the desk and 
ask unanimous consent that it be so 
modified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regrading the protection of Indian program 
monies from judgment fund claims) 
On page 163, after line 23, add the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes 

the following findings: 
(1) in 1990, pursuant to the Indian Self De-

termination and Education Assistance Act 
(ISDEAA), 25 U.S.C. 450 et seq., a class action 
lawsuit was filed by Indian tribal contrac-

tors and tribal consortia against the United 
States, the Secretary of the Interior and oth-
ers seeking money damages, injunctive re-
lief, and declaratory relief for alleged viola-
tions of the ISDEAA (Ramah Navajo Chapter 
v. Lujan, 112 F.3d 1455 (10th Cir. 1997)); 

(2) the parties negotiated a partial settle-
ment of the claim totaling $76,200,000, plus 
applicable interest, which was approved by 
the court on May 14, 1999; 

(3) the partial settlement was paid by the 
United States in September 1999, in the 
amount of $82,000,000; 

(4) the Judgment Fund was established to 
pay for legal judgments awarded to plaintiffs 
who have filed suit against the United 
States; 

(5) the Contract Disputes Act of 1978 re-
quires that the Judgment Fund be reim-
bursed by the responsible agency following 
the payment of an award from the Fund; 

(6) the shortfall in contract support pay-
ments found by the Court of Appeals for the 
10th Circuit in Ramah resulted primarily 
from the non-payment or underpayment of 
indirect costs by agencies other than the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs and the Indian Health 
Service; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) repayment of the judgment fund for the 
partial settlement in Ramah from the ac-
counts of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 
Indian Health Service would significantly re-
duce funds appropriated to benefit Tribes 
and individual Native Americans; and 

(2) the Secretary of the Interior should 
work with the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget to secure funding for re-
payment of the judgment in Ramah within 
the budgets of the agencies that did not pay 
indirect costs to plaintiffs during the period 
1988 to 1993 or paid indirect costs at less than 
rates provided under the Indian Self-Deter-
mination Act during such period. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is intended to express the 
sense of the Senate that repayment of 
the judgment fund for the partial set-
tlement in the Ramah Navajo Chapter 
v. Lujan case from Indian program 
funds within BIA and IHS would sig-
nificantly reduce the funds appro-
priated to benefit Tribes and individual 
Native Americans across the country. 

This unprecedented partial settle-
ment was the result of a lawsuit filed 
in 1990, pursuant to the Indian Self-De-
termination and Education Assistance 
Act against the United States, the Sec-
retary of Interior Manuel Lujan, and 
others. 

The Ramah Chapter of the Navajo 
Nation in northwest New Mexico initi-
ated the lawsuit to recover damages for 
the alleged non-payment or under-
payment of indirect costs, related to 
638 contracts it entered into with sev-
eral federal agencies. 

This suit became a class action suit 
and currently involves over 326 class 
members made up of tribal contractors 
and tribal consortia from across the 
country. 

In 1997, the Tenth Circuit Court of 
Appeals found that the tribes involved 
were underpaid and that several federal 
agencies were involved in the non-pay-
ment and underpayment of indirect 
costs. 

Last year, the federal agencies and 
the plaintiffs negotiated a partial set-
tlement totaling $76,200,000, plus appli-
cable interest. 

This partial settlement was paid by 
the United States in September 1999. 

Many people do not realize that Con-
gress established a Judgment Fund to 
pay for legal judgments awarded to 
plaintiffs who sue the United States. 
This enables plaintiffs to be paid the 
amount of their judgment without hav-
ing to wait for Congress to appropriate 
funds for each case. 

Years later, in 1978, Congress passed 
the Contract Disputes Act and required 
that the Judgment Fund be reimbursed 
by the responsible agency after an 
award is paid from the judgment fund. 

The problem we have today is the De-
partment of Interior, namely the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs, has been billed 
for the entire amount of the partial 
settlement in the Ramah case. With in-
terest, this totals approximately $83 
million. 

Many tribes are concerned that if 
BIA has to pay back the judgment fund 
from available funds, Indian programs 
will be significantly impacted. I share 
their concern. 

I introduced this amendment to shed 
some light on this issue and to encour-
age the federal agencies to resolve this 
matter in a way that does not severely 
impact Indian programs. 

It does not seem appropriate to me 
that Indian program funds—funds that 
benefit tribes and individual Indians— 
should be used to pay for a lawsuit 
brought by tribes and tribal entities. 

Because there were many agencies 
involved in the underpayment of the 
contract support costs, I believe the 
Secretary of Interior should work with 
the OMB to find the funding from with-
in the budgets of all of the agencies in-
volved. 

Any other result would be unjust and 
unfair to Native Americans across the 
country. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
this sense of the Senate and I thank 
Senator CAMPBELL for his leadership in 
this area and his support of this 
amendment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator BINGAMAN and 
others in this Sense of the Senate Res-
olution related to a class action law-
suit that was filed some years ago by 
several Indian tribes against Secretary 
Babbitt for failure to fully pay for con-
tract support costs necessary for tribal 
contractors to carry out Federal pro-
grams and services under the Indian 
Self Determination and Education As-
sistance Act of 1975, as amended, 25 
U.S.C. 450 et seq. 

To fully understand this issue a little 
background is in order. I was the proud 
sponsors of S. Res. 277, commemorating 
the 30th anniversary of President Nix-
on’s ‘‘Special Message to Congress on 
Indian Affairs’’ in which he laid the 
foundation for modern Federal Indian 
policy—Indian Self Determination. 
Built on the twin pillars of political 
self determination and economic self 
sufficiency, this policy continues to be 
a driving force in the economic 
progress some tribes are making. 
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The 1975 ISDEA was enacted to fur-

ther this policy by authorizing Indian 
tribes to contract for the performance 
of Federal programs and services by 
‘‘stepping into the shoes’’ of the United 
States. 

Now, 25 years later, nearly one-half 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs and In-
dian Health Service programs and serv-
ices are subject to tribal contracts and 
compacts. 

To facilitate these contracts, the 
United States is obligated to provide 
the administration costs—or ‘‘contract 
support costs’’—to those tribes that 
carry out ISDEA contracts, just as it 
does to military contractors, research 
universities and other entities. 

The Ramah Navajo Chapter v. Bab-
bitt case resulted in a judgment of $82 
million against the U.S. to be paid 
from the Judgment Fund for failure to 
pay these contract support costs. 
Under the law applicable to this case, 
the Treasury Department may seek to 
have the BIA reimburse the Judgment 
Fund for this amount. The funds for re-
imbursement would come from the 
BIA’s operating budget, resulting in 
manifest inequity for not only the 
plaintiff tribes but for all tribes who 
depend on BIA funds for core programs 
such as law enforcement, education, 
child care, and others. 

This sense of the Senate amendment 
would not prevent the kind of reim-
bursement that the tribes and I fear, 
but expresses the consensus of the Sen-
ate that the agencies involved—the 
BIA and the IHS—should declare In-
dian program funds unavailable for 
purposes of reimbursement. 

I remain hopeful that stronger lan-
guage can be crafted to protect these 
funds, and in the interim lend my sup-
port to this amendment. I want to 
commend Senator BINGAMAN for his 
hard work in finding a solution that 
does not run afoul of the budget rules 
and commit to working with him and 
others as we proceed to conference in 
this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back on the Bingaman 
amendment, as modified? 

Mr. GORTON. All time is yielded 
back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment No. 3887, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 3887), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. BENNETT. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3886 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, there are now 2 
minutes equally divided prior to a vote 
on the Bond second-degree amendment 
No. 3886 to the Boxer amendment. 

The Senator from Missouri. 
Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that Senators LINCOLN, 

KERREY of Nebraska, and ROBERTS be 
added as cosponsors to my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. I yield 30 seconds to the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise 
in support of this bipartisan amend-
ment which prevents funds from being 
used for the application of unapproved 
pesticides in areas that may be used by 
children and directs the Secretary of 
the Interior to work with EPA to en-
sure that pest control methods do not 
lead to unacceptable exposure to chil-
dren. 

We updated the safety standards for 
pesticides, with specific safety factors 
for children, in 1996. 

This amendment allows EPA to do 
its job. The Boxer amendment seeks to 
regulate pest control products from the 
Senate floor, thereby ignoring the sci-
entific tests EPA requires for pesticide 
registrations. 

I urge Members to support the Bond 
second-degree amendment and to let 
EPA do its job of regulating and ensur-
ing safety for all of us, including our 
children. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Bond second-de-
gree amendment to the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from California. 

I agree with the intentions of the 
amendment offered by the Senator 
from California. All of us want to pro-
tect the health of our children. How-
ever, I do not believe her amendment 
does this. In fact, I believe it could ac-
tually harm the health of children. 

In 1996, Congress approved, nearly 
unanimously, the Food Quality and 
Protection Act. The FQPA was in-
tended to reform pesticide tolerance 
and review processes dating from as far 
back as the 1950s. Quite simply, prior 
to the passage of the FQPA the stand-
ards being used to evaluate pesticides 
and chemicals was not in step with to-
day’s science. 

Under the FQPA we tightened the re-
view standards. Their are specific 
guidelines for pesticide and tolerance 
review by EPA. And, EPA has tight-
ened the requirements regarding the ef-
fects of the pesticides on children. If 
EPA believes a chemical or pesticide 
could be harmful to children, it can 
pull, or request that a product, be 
pulled from the market. In fact, this 
has happened in several instances. 

EPA should and will pull a chemical 
when children’s and the public’s health 
are at risk. At the same time, I want 
my colleagues to understand that with-
out these pesticides we may be submit-
ting our children to health risks asso-
ciated with roaches, brown recluse spi-
ders, ticks, mosquitoes, and other 
pests. 

By passing the Senator from Califor-
nia’s amendment, we may actually be 
tying the hands of our federal officials 
and keep them from protecting chil-
dren from these pests. 

The Bond amendment recognizes that 
we already have a review and approval 
process in place. It says that if a chem-
ical has not been deemed safe to use 
around children it cannot be used by 
the federal agencies funded under this 
act. Congress has put a product review 
process in place. It should be followed. 
The Bond amendment stays the course 
and I urge my colleagues to support his 
amendment. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, the under-
lying amendment circumvents the 
science-based process at EPA which in-
cludes explicit and stringent protec-
tions for children. 

Additionally, it places children at 
risk by prohibiting EPA-approved prod-
ucts that protect our children from dis-
eases such as asthma, encephalitis, ma-
laria, Lyme disease, brown recluse spi-
ders, and others. 

EPA does not support this amend-
ment, and the amendment is based on 
the shockingly false premise that EPA 
does not care enough about children to 
protect them as mandated by law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I have 
no problem with the Bond-Lincoln 
amendment, but it does nothing. All 
pesticides that are on the market 
today are approved by EPA. There are 
none that are not. This is a sham 
amendment to kill my underlying 
amendment, which already passed this 
Senate 84–14 when I offered it on the 
Department of Defense Appropriations 
bill. 

Simply put, what we are saying is, 
for preventive and routine application 
of pesticides in national parks—where 
children play—don’t use the most toxic 
pesticides, those that are identified by 
the EPA as known or probable carcino-
gens, acute nerve toxins or 
organophosphates, carbamates or 
organochlorines. EPA has identified 
these pesticides as those ‘‘which appear 
to pose the greatest risk to public 
health.’’ In a June 13, 2000 letter, EPA 
states that it ‘‘strongly supports the 
goal’’ of my amendment. 

EPA supports what we are trying to 
do because they have a mission, which 
is to protect kids. While it’s true that 
the Food Quality Protection Act of 1996 
required EPA to ensure that its stand-
ards protect children, the fact is, EPA 
is not implementing this provision con-
sistent with congressional intent. EPA 
has only applied the ‘‘safety factor’’ re-
ferred to by my colleague from Arkan-
sas in nine—just nine—of the thou-
sands of cases it has reviewed. EPA is 
currently being sued because it is not 
enforcing this important provision. 

So what we are saying is, for the pre-
ventive and routine application, do not 
use these highly toxic pesticides unless 
there is an emergency, because chil-
dren are not adults—they are rapidly 
growing, they are rapidly changing and 
they are, as a result, uniquely vulner-
able to these toxins. 

In its report, Pesticides in the Diets 
of Infants and Children, the National 
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Academy of Sciences tells us that chil-
dren are uniquely vulnerable to the 
exact toxins targeted by my amend-
ment. The NAS also tells us that cur-
rent EPA standards ‘‘could result in 
the permanent loss of brain function 
[in children] if it occurred during pre-
natal or early childhood period of brain 
development.’’ 

I am voting for the Bond amendment. 
And I am coming right back with my 
first degree amendment to protect chil-
dren from these dangerous pesticides. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. BOND. I ask unanimous con-

sent—— 
Mrs. BOXER. I suggest the absence of 

a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 3886 offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
question on which we are voting? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the Bond 
second-degree amendment No. 3886 to 
the Boxer amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
ENZI). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 209 Leg.] 

YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 

Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 

Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 

Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3886) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote, and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3912 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3885 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I send an 

amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER] 
proposes an amendment numbered 3912 to 
amendment No. 3885: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: ‘‘None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be used for the preven-
tive application of a pesticide containing a 
known or probable carcinogen, a category I 
or II acute nerve toxin or a pesticide of the 
organophosphate, carbamate, or organ- 
ochlorine class as identified by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency in National Parks 
in any area where children and pregnant 
women may be present.’’ 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, this is 
an important amendment. What we are 
saying is, for routine pesticide spray-
ing in our national parks where chil-
dren play and pregnant women are 
present, that the Park Service should 
use the least toxic pesticides. In other 
words, for routine use, don’t use pes-
ticides that are known carcinogens, 
probable carcinogens, or that are toxic 
to the nervous system. These pesticides 
are identified by EPA as ‘‘those which 
pose the greatest risk to public 
health.’’ 

I would like to place into the RECORD 
a June 30, 2000 letter from EPA to my 
colleague Senator BOND where EPA 
states that fact. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, June 30, 2000. 

Hon. ROBERT SMITH, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for for-

warding follow up questions to the June 13, 
2000 nomination hearing of Mr. James Aidala 
before the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. Enclosed are the 
questions with the Administration’s re-
sponses. Should you require any additional 
information, please contact me, or your staff 
may contact Ron Bergman at 564–3653. 

Sincerely, 
DIANE E. THOMPSON, 
Associate Administrator. 

Enclosures. 
ENCLOSURE 1 

(1) Is it accurate that EPA supports enact-
ment into law of amendment #3308 as writ-
ten? 

As you are aware, EPA stated in a letter to 
Senator Boxer dated June 13, 2000, that EPA 

supports the goal of the amendment. As 
noted at the hearing, however, the amend-
ment has not been subject to a full review by 
the Administration, nor has the Administra-
tion taken a position on the amendment. 

(2) If EPA supports elimination of the 
products restricted in amendment #3308, 
please outline and supply the scientific stud-
ies and other scientific basis in detail which 
influenced your judgement. 

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children of pesticides. EPA 
is ready to work with the Department of De-
fense (DoD) and others to craft effective 
methods of pest control that will minimize 
exposures to children. In fact, there is al-
ready a foundation of success to build on in 
this regard. In 1996, EPA and DoD entered 
into a memorandum of understanding to 
form a partnership to promote environ-
mental stewardship by adopting integrated 
pest management strategies. This effect has 
resulted in significant reductions of pes-
ticide use by DoD. 

The categories of pesticides included in the 
amendment correlate with Group 1 of EPA’s 
schedule for tolerance reassessment, con-
sisting of pesticides which appear to pose the 
greatest risk to public health. A copy of the 
Federal Register Notice explaining the divi-
sion of pesticides into groups is enclosed. 
The Agency is giving priority to the review 
of these pesticides through its tolerance re-
assessment process and will take appropriate 
action upon completion of the review. To 
date, the Agency has reviewed approxi-
mately 3,485 of the 9,721 existing tolerances. 
When the Agency determines, after extensive 
scientific review, that the risks posed by a 
pesticide do not meet the FQPA standards it 
will move to eliminate the risk. For exam-
ple, last August, the Agency negotiated 
agreements with the manufacturers of meth-
yl parathion and azinphos methyl to either 
eliminate or reduce application rates on 
foods to address such unacceptable risks. 
Meanwhile, many of the pesticides included 
in the amendment are still undergoing reas-
sessment. 

(3) If EPA opposes the amendment, sup-
ports changes to the amendment, or has con-
cerns with the amendment, why was that not 
expressed in the letter? 

As stated above, the June 13 letter reaf-
firms EPA’s support for the goal of the 
amendment. Beyond that, the Administra-
tion has not taken a position on the amend-
ment. 

(4) If the letter is neither supportive or in 
opposition to the amendment, what was the 
purpose of the letter? 

Immediately after the June 13 confirma-
tion hearing, EPA was asked by Senator 
Boxer to provide its views in writing on the 
amendment prior to the scheduled floor con-
sideration of the amendment. As Mr. Aidala 
testified, the amendment had not received 
Administration review. Given the limited 
time available, the Agency stated its support 
for the goal of protecting children from un-
necessary pesticide exposure and to explain 
our current activities in that area. We also 
expressed our willingness to work closely 
with the DoD on this issue. 

(5) Were you aware of this letter at the 
time of your testimony and if so, why was it 
not referenced before the Committee? 

At the time of Mr. Aidala’s testimony, 
EPA was not preparing a letter, it was only 
upon the conclusion of the hearing that a re-
quest was received from Senator Boxer for 
such a letter. At the time of the hearing, Mr. 
Aidala was only aware that Senator Boxer 
was considering introducing such an amend-
ment. 

(6) If you were not, were you subsequently 
consulted? 
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Mr. Aidala was subsequently informed that 

EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergov-
ernmental Relations received a request from 
Senator Boxer to clarify EPA’s views. 

(7) If you were not consulted, why were you 
not consulted? 

Not applicable. 
(8) Please reconcile your testimony with 

the letter. 
The letter and, to the best of our under-

standing, Mr. Aidala’s testimony state that 
EPA supports the goal of protecting children 
from unnecessary pesticide exposure, and 
that EPA supports the goal of the amend-
ment. As noted at the hearing, however, the 
amendment has not been subject to a full re-
view by the Administration. 

(9) Does EPA already protect children on 
military bases from harmful pesticides? 

The protection of children is one of our 
highest priorities. When we register, rereg-
ister, or reassess tolerances for existing pes-
ticides we try to ensure that our actions are 
protective of all consumers, especially chil-
dren. FQPA requires special protections for 
infants and children including: an explicit 
determination that tolerances are safe for 
children; an additional safety factor, if nec-
essary, to account for uncertainty in data 
relative to children; and consideration of 
children’s special sensitivity and exposure to 
pesticide chemicals. 

(10) If not, why not? 
Not applicable. 
(11) If so, why is this legislation necessary? 
EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-

sary exposure to children from pesticides and 
respects the authority of Congress to impose 
restrictions beyond the current regulatory 
program. 

(12) List the products that would be im-
pacted by this amendment? 

As stated earlier, the products correlate 
with those on Group 1 of EPA’s tolerance re-
assessment schedule. A copy of that schedule 
of information is enclosed. 

(13) Describe the nature of the products in 
a range from threatening to benign that 
would be affected by this amendment? 

Pesticides which were included in Group 1 
were those that EPA identified as appearing 
to pose the greatest risk to public health. 
The Agency did not distinguish among prod-
ucts in this group in terms of their potential 
effects. 

(14) Do any of these products have positive 
benefits to children’s health? 

When used according to label directions 
many of these products could be used for 
pest control, sterilization of medical instru-
ments, or other uses potentially beneficial to 
children. 

(15) If so, is there any risk to children if 
Congress prevents the availability of these 
products? 

EPA is not sufficiently aware of DoD’s pest 
control needs to make that determination. 
To make a proper assessment, the Agency 
would need to know what products are used, 
and how they are used so that alternatives 
could be considered. It should be noted that 
through EPA’s Pesticide Environmental 
Stewardship Program, DoD has committed 
to moving toward pesticide alternatives and 
less use of pesticides, or use of less toxic pes-
ticides. DoD has been recognized by EPA for 
their tremendous progress in this area. 

(16) What is the availability and cost of 
substitute products? 

Again, EPA would need to know more 
about the DoD’s pest control needs to make 
that determination. 

(17) Are any of the products affected by 
this amendment products that were NOT re-
stricted in an equivalent way by the 
chlorpyrifos agreement announced by EPA 
last week? 

There would be many other products af-
fected that were not part of last week’s 

agreement, although chlorpyrifos products 
would be part of the list of affected pes-
ticides. 

(18) If so, which products/uses permitted 
under the chlorpyrifos agreement would not 
be permitted under this amendment? 

This would require detailed knowledge of 
DoD pest control needs, but might affect any 
of the pesticides under Group 1, including 
chlorpyrifos. 

(19) Did EPA consult with DoD prior to the 
6/13/00 letter to coordinate the Administra-
tion’s view on the amendment? 

EPA did not formally consult with DoD in 
preparing this specific letter. The letter 
stated that EPA supports the goal of pro-
tecting children from unnecessary pesticide 
exposure, and that EPA supports the goal of 
the amendment. As noted earlier, however, 
the amendment has not been subject to a full 
review by the Administration. 

(20) Is EPA, in general, supportive of Con-
gress substituting its own judgment in place 
of that of EPA’s by bypassing the existing 
regulatory system that relies on science and 
is already in place? 

EPA respects the role of Congress to enact 
laws and conduct oversight on their imple-
mentation by the Administration. EPA 
stands ready to work with Congress to en-
sure the necessary pest control tools are 
available while minimizing unnecessary risk. 

(21) In general, is EPA supportive of broad 
new regulatory requirements added as legis-
lative provisions to appropriations bills 
without the benefit of public hearings and if 
so why was this amendment not opposed on 
that basis? 

In general, the Administration opposes rid-
ers to appropriations bills that weaken envi-
ronmental protections. As stated above, EPA 
supports the goal of limiting unnecessary ex-
posure of children to pesticides. This is con-
sistent with the emphasis of FQPA’s man-
date to protect infants and children. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would also like to 
place into the RECORD a letter from 
EPA stating that the agency supports 
the goals of my amendment. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, June 13, 2000. 

Hon. BARBARA BOXER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: Thank you for the 
opportunity to express the views of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency on your 
amendment to the appropriations bill for the 
Department of Defense. This amendment 
would prohibit the expenditure of funds for 
the preventative application of certain cat-
egories of hazardous pesticides in areas 
owned or managed by the Department of De-
fense, if the area may be used by children. 
Examples of such areas include: parks, base 
housing, recreation centers, and day care fa-
cilities. 

The EPA strongly supports the goal of the 
proposed amendment to prevent unnecessary 
exposure of children to highly hazardous pes-
ticides. We consider protection of children 
from unnecessary exposure to pesticides to 
be one of our highest priorities. Before EPA 
registers a new pesticide for any use, we 
evaluate its potential human health effects, 
including effects on children, using the best 
scientific data available. We conduct an ex-
tensive scientific evaluation to ensure that 
pesticides will not cause short-term effects, 
such as skin and eye irritation, or more per-
sistent effects, such as birth defects, repro-
ductive system disorders, and cancer. 

As you know, the Food Quality Protection 
Act of 1996 (FQPA) directs EPA to bring the 

same scientific scrutiny to the review of all 
pesticides previously approved for food use 
so that we can be sure that we are providing 
the full measure of protection for children. 
Under the FQPA, the Agency has identified 
the pesticides which appear to pose the 
greatest risk to public health. These pes-
ticides, which receive the highest priority 
for reassessment, include the categories 
identified in the Boxer-Reed amendment: 
organophosphate, carbamate, and 
organochlorine pesticides, potential human 
carcinogens, and neurotoxic compounds. 

EPA stands ready to work with the Depart-
ment of Defense and other federal agencies 
to design safe, effective methods of pest con-
trol that do not lead to unacceptable expo-
sure of children to these hazardous mate-
rials. 

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL MCCABE, 

Acting Deputy Administrator. 

Mrs. BOXER. Contrary to statements 
you have heard today, EPA is not op-
posed to my amendment. 

Now, the Senate is already on record 
as voting for this before by a vote of 
84–14. I hope we will see that type of a 
vote today. I just have to say this. 
There are scare tactics being used that 
say if there is an emergency, they 
could not use the highly toxic pes-
ticides targeted by my amendment. 
Untrue. We have drawn up this amend-
ment in such a way that only applies 
to the routine, preventive use. So 
please support us. 

The children in this country are 
counting on us to protect them. The 
National Academy of Sciences has told 
us that children are vulnerable to the 
dangers posed by the pesticides tar-
geted by my amendment. Most impor-
tant, the NAS has told us that current 
EPA standards don’t protect our chil-
dren from those dangers. At a min-
imum, we should protect our children. 
Please vote aye. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I stated be-
fore that this approach proceeds on the 
outrageous assumption that the Clin-
ton-Gore-Browner administration in 
EPA is not doing its job of regulating 
pesticides. Children would be placed at 
risk if we banned these pesticides. And 
contrary to what was said in the DOD 
debate, EPA does not support the un-
derlying amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent that a June 
30 letter from EPA, which states they 
have not reviewed it, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, June 30, 2000. 

Hon. ROBERT SMITH, 
Chairman, Committee on Environment and Pub-

lic Works, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for for-

warding follow up questions to the June 13, 
2000 nomination hearing of Mr. James Aidala 
before the Senate Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. Enclosed are the 
questions with the Administration’s re-
sponses. Should you require any additional 
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information, please contact me, or your staff 
may contact Ron Bergman at 564–3653. 

Sincerely, 
DIANE E. THOMPSON, 
Associate Administrator. 

Enclosures. 

ENCLOSURE 1 
(1) Is it accurate that EPA supports enact-

ment into law of amendment #3308 as writ-
ten? 

As you are aware, EPA stated in a letter to 
Senator Boxer dated June 13, 2000, that EPA 
supports the goal of the amendment. As 
noted at the hearing, however, the amend-
ment has not been subject to a full review by 
the Administration, nor has the Administra-
tion taken a position on the amendment. 

(2) If EPA supports elimination of the 
products restricted in amendment #3308, 
please outline and supply the scientific stud-
ies and other scientific basis in detail which 
influenced your judgment. 

EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-
sary exposure to children of pesticides. EPA 
is ready to work with the Department of De-
fense (DoD) and others to craft effective 
methods of pest control that will minimize 
exposures to children. In fact, there is al-
ready a foundation of success to build on in 
this regard. In 1996, EPA and DoD entered 
into a memorandum of understanding to 
form a partnership to promote environ-
mental stewardship by adopting integrated 
pest management strategies. This effort has 
resulted in significant reductions of pes-
ticide use by DoD. 

The categories of pesticides included in the 
amendment correlate with Group 1 of EPA’s 
schedule for tolerance reassessment, con-
sisting of pesticides which appear to pose the 
greatest risk to public health. A copy of the 
Federal Register Notice explaining the divi-
sion of pesticides into groups is enclosed. 
The Agency is giving priority to the review 
of these pesticides through its tolerance re-
assessment process and will take appropriate 
action upon completion of the review. To 
date, the Agency has reviewed approxi-
mately 3,485 of the 9,721 existing tolerances. 
When the Agency determines, after extensive 
scientific review, that the risks posed by a 
pesticide do not meet the FQPA standards it 
will move to eliminate the risk. For exam-
ple, last August, the Agency negotiated 
agreements with the manufacturers of meth-
yl parathion and azinphos methyl to either 
eliminate or reduce application rates on 
foods to address such unacceptable risks. 
Meanwhile, many of the pesticides included 
in the amendment are still undergoing reas-
sessment. 

(3) If EPA opposes the amendment, sup-
ports changes to the amendment, or has con-
cerns with the amendment, why was that no 
expressed in the letter? 

As stated above, the June 13 letter reaf-
firms EPA’s support for the goal of the 
amendment. Beyond that, the Administra-
tion has not taken a position on the amend-
ment. 

(4) If the letter is neither supportive or in 
opposition to the amendment, what was the 
purpose of the letter? 

Immediately after the June 13 confirma-
tion hearing, EPA was asked by Senator 
Boxer to provide its views in writing on the 
amendment prior to the secluded floor con-
sideration of the amendment. As Mr. Aidala 
testified, the amendment had not received 
Administration review. Given the limited 
time available, the Agency stated its support 
for the goal of protecting children from un-
necessary pesticide exposure and to explain 
our current activities in that area. We also 
expressed our willingness to work closely 
with the DoD on this issue 

(5) Were you aware of this letter at the 
time of your testimony and if so, why was it 
not referenced before the Committee? 

At the time of Mr. Aidala’s testimony, 
EPA was not preparing a letter, it was only 
upon the conclusion of the hearing that a re-
quest was received from Senator Boxer for 
such a letter. At the time of the hearing, Mr. 
Aidala was only aware that Senator Boxer 
was considering introducing such an amend-
ment. 

(6) If you were not, were you subsequently 
consulted? 

Mr. Aidala was subsequently informed that 
EPA’s Office of Congressional and Intergov-
ernmental Relations received a request from 
Senator Boxer to clarify EPA’s views 

(7) If you were not consulted, why were you 
not consulted. 

Not applicable. 
(8) Please reconcile your testimony with 

the letter. 
The letter and, to the best of our under-

standing, Mr. Aidala’s testimony state that 
EPA supports the goal of protecting children 
from unnecessary pesticide exposure, and 
that EPA supports the goal of the amend-
ment. As noted at the hearing, however, the 
amendment has not been subject to a full re-
view by the Administration. 

(9) Does EPA already protect children on 
military bases from harmful pesticides? 

The protection of children is one of our 
highest priorities. When we register, rereg-
ister, or reassess tolerances for existing pes-
ticides we try to ensure that our actions are 
protective of all consumers, especially chil-
dren. FQPA requires special protections for 
infants and children including: an explicit 
determination that tolerances are safe for 
children; an additional safety factor, if nec-
essary, to account for uncertainty in data 
relative to children; and consideration of 
children’s special sensitivity and exposure to 
pesticide chemicals. 

(10) If not, why not? 
Not applicable. 
(11) If so, why is this legislation necessary? 
EPA supports the goal of limiting unneces-

sary exposure to children from pesticides and 
respects the authority of Congress to impose 
restrictions beyond the current regulatory 
program. 

(12) List the products that would be im-
pacted by this amendment? 

As stated earlier, the products correlate 
with those on Group 1 of EPA’s tolerance re-
assessment schedule. A copy of that schedule 
of information is enclosed. 

(13) Describe the nature of the products in 
a range from threatening to benign that 
would be affected by this amendment? 

Pesticides which were included in Group 1 
were those that EPA identified as appearing 
to pose the greatest risk to public health. 
The Agency did not distinguish among prod-
ucts in this group in terms of their potential 
effects. 

(14) do any of these products have positive 
benefits to children’s health? 

When used according to label directions 
many of these products could be used for 
pest control, sterilization of medical instru-
ments, or other uses potentially beneficial to 
children. 

(15) If so, is there any risk to children if 
Congress prevents the availability of these 
products? 

EPA is not sufficiently aware of DoD’s pest 
control needs to make that determination. 
To make a proper assessment, the Agency 
would need to know what products are used, 
and how they are used so that alternatives 
could be considered. It should be noted that 
through EPA’s Pesticide Environmental 
Stewardship Program, DoD has committed 
to moving toward pesticide alternatives and 
less use of pesticides, or use of less toxic pes-
ticides. DoD has been recognized by EPA for 
their tremendous progress in this area. 

(16) What is the availability and cost of 
substitute products? 

Again, EPA would need to know more 
about the DoD’s pest control needs to make 
that determination. 

(17) Are any of the products affected by 
this amendment products that were NOT re-
stricted in an equivalent way by the 
chlorpyrifos agreement announced by EPA 
last week? 

There would be many other products af-
fected that were not part of last week’s 
agreement, although chlorpyrifos products 
would be part of the list of affected pes-
ticides. 

(18) If so, which products/uses permitted 
under the chlorpyrifos agreement would not 
be permitted under this amendment? 

This would require detailed knowledge of 
DoD pest control needs, but might affect any 
of the pesticides under Group 1, including 
chlorpyrifos. 

(19) Did EPA consult with DoD prior to the 
6/13/00 letter to coordinate the Administra-
tion’s view on the amendment? 

EPA did not formally consult with DoD in 
preparing this specific letter. The letter 
stated that EPA supports the goal of pro-
tecting children from unnecessary pesticide 
exposure, and that EPA supports the goal of 
the amendment. As noted earlier, however, 
the amendment has not been subject to a full 
review by the Administration. 

(20) Is EPA, in general, supportive of Con-
gress substituting its own judgement in 
place of that of EPA’s by bypassing the ex-
isting regulatory system that relies on 
science and is already in place? 

EPA respects the role of Congress to enact 
laws and conduct oversight on their imple-
mentation by the Administration. EPA 
stands ready to work with congress to ensure 
the necessary pest control tools are available 
while minimizing unnecessary risk. 

(21) In general, is EPA supportive of broad 
new regulatory requirements added as legis-
lative provisions to appropriations bills 
without the benefit of public hearings and if 
so why was this amendment not opposed on 
that basis? 

In general, the Administration opposes rid-
ers to appropriations bills that weaken envi-
ronmental protections. As stated above, EPA 
supports the goal of limiting unnecessary ex-
posure of children to pesticides. This is con-
sistent with the emphasis of FQPA’s man-
date to protect infants and children. 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there are 
great efforts in the EPA to protect 
children. They have special protections 
for infants and children. These prod-
ucts are important for sterilization of 
medical instruments, pest control, and 
other uses that are potentially bene-
ficial to children. 

I yield the remaining time to the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I agree 
with the intentions of the amendment 
by my distinguished friend and col-
league from California. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. ROBERTS. All of us should sup-
port Senator BOND. 

Thank you very much. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on amendment No. 3912 to 
amendment No. 3885. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. The assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 
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The result was announced—yeas 41, 

nays 58, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 210 Leg.] 

YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 

Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 

Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—58 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cochran 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3912) was re-
jected. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to reconsider 
the vote, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent to address the Senate for 30 sec-
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I re-
mind Senators that the two models of 
the World War II memorial that will be 
on The Mall are down in S–128 with 
people there to explain. It will come 
before the Fine Arts Commission this 
week for a final approval. Senator 
INOUYE and I have been to see it. We 
urge Members to see the memorial and 
understand it. I think it will become a 
controversial subject in the near fu-
ture. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3885, AS AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the under-
lying BOXER amendment, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 3885), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

CITY OF CRAIG, ALASKA 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

would like to engage the distinguished 
manager of the Interior appropriations 
bill in a short colloquy regarding a pro-
vision of interest to me. My amend-
ment provides an appropriation to rec-
ompense an Alaskan community for its 
inability to receive a municipal land 
entitlement under the Alaska State-
hood Act and Alaska state laws. 

The city of Craig is a small town lo-
cated on the southern end of Prince of 

Wales Island in southeast Alaska. It is 
the only community in southeast Alas-
ka which was unable to receive a mu-
nicipal entitlement under Alaska state 
law. This is a result of a 20-year proc-
ess in the 1960s and 1970s by which the 
U.S. Forest Service and State of Alas-
ka could not agree on the process for 
State selections under the Alaska 
Statehood Act at Craig. 

In 1971, Congress passed the Alaska 
Native Claims Settlement Act. ANCSA 
authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture 
to work with the State ‘‘for the pur-
pose of effecting land consolidations or 
to facilitate the management or devel-
opment of the land. Exchanges shall be 
on the basis of equal value, and either 
party to the exchange may pay or ac-
cept cash in order to equalize the value 
of the properties exchanged.’’ 

Despite this authority, the imple-
mentation of the act in southeast Alas-
ka simply resulted in Alaska Native 
land selections completely surrounding 
Craig. Under ANCSA, these selections 
are not taxable or subject to con-
demnation unless the land is developed. 
As a result, Craig and its residents of 
about 2,500 people live on only 300 acres 
of privately and municipally owned 
land. This is insufficient as a tax base 
to support the community. My col-
league and chairman of the Energy and 
Natural Resources Committee intro-
duced S. 1797 to solve this problem. 
That bill which I cosponsored and 
which has passed the Senate unani-
mously would provide a land grant to 
Craig of approximately 4,300 acres. 

However, I recently have been in-
formed by the administration that it 
believes a direct monetary grant to 
Craig is a better way to resolve this 
situation. The amendment which is to 
be added to the bill would provide for 
this payment. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee, I held a hearing 
on this issue and on S. 1797—that bill 
will provide a grant of lands. While I 
would be happy to have that bill passed 
into law, I plan to work to that end. 
However, to assure that Craig is not 
left with nothing, I would also support 
this solution. It is my hope that one of 
these two approaches can be accom-
plished this year. 

My committee’s hearing provides a 
clear record that Craig is in a unique 
position being the fastest growing city 
in Alaska and the regional center for 
Prince of Wales Island. The city fathers 
are struggling to keep up with the de-
mands for services as people from all 
over the island move to Craig looking 
for work. The city submitted its finan-
cial records which showed its problems. 
Our committee responded with S. 1797. 

Mr. GORTON. The Senator is correct 
that this amendment would provide for 
such a payment. I am happy to accept 
this amendment from my colleagues 
from Alaska. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I con-

gratulate the chairman and ranking 

member of the Appropriations Com-
mittee for presenting the Senate with 
an Interior appropriations bill which 
addresses so many of the Indian, nat-
ural resource, and energy issues con-
fronting America today. I also want to 
reiterate my support for a program of 
great interest to me and my colleagues 
from the Great Lakes states. 

The Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife 
Restoration Act authorizes funding for 
a grants program for the implementa-
tion of fish and wildlife restoration 
projects recommended in the Great 
Lakes Fishery Resources Restoration 
Study. Enthusiasm for this program 
has been high and proposals for grants 
have exceeded available funds. Never-
theless, the Administration has pro-
posed discontinuation of these grants 
in its budget request. I thank the 
chairman and ranking member for rec-
ognizing the value of Great Lakes fish 
and wildlife restoration grants and 
maintaining funding for these grants 
at this year’s $398,000 level. 

I would like to ask the distinguished 
ranking member if, should additional 
funds become available, he would con-
sider increasing the grants funding for 
the Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Res-
toration Program by an additional 
$500,000? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I want to 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan and our colleagues from the 
Great Lakes states for highlighting the 
importance of Great Lakes Fish and 
Wildlife Restoration grants to the 
chairman and myself. We are pleased 
to recommend continuation of this pro-
gram which is so vital to the fish and 
wildlife of the Great Lakes. I assure 
the Senator that the conferees will 
keep this program in mind, should ad-
ditional funds become available for the 
appropriations in this bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend from 
West Virginia. 

FUNDING FOR NATIONAL PARKS 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, as the 

Senate considers the Fiscal Year 2001 
Appropriations Act for the Department 
of Interior and Related Agencies, I 
wonder if the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia would answer two 
questions regarding funding for the Na-
tional Park Service? 

Mr. BYRD. I would be pleased to offer 
my views about this bill to my friend 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. I am aware that the bill 
before us contains funding for Oper-
ations of the National Park System in 
the amount of $1,443,795,000, which is 
more than $80 million above the Fiscal 
Year 2000 level. I am also aware that 
approximately $25.6 million has been 
provided for increases in the base oper-
ating budgets of more than 80 parks 
and related sites, including increases of 
$325,000 for Isle Royale National Park 
and $850,000 for Keweenaw National 
Historic Park. I greatly appreciate 
that the chairman and ranking mem-
ber have been able to provide these 
amounts. I must say to my colleagues, 
though, that there is also a significant 
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need for operating increases at other 
Michigan parks such as the North 
Country National Scenic Trail and 
Sleeping Bear Dunes National Lake-
shore. I would like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia 
whether such additional needs, includ-
ing those above the President’s re-
quest, will be considered in conference, 
or, in the event additional resources 
are not available, whether he would 
consider a reallocation of operational 
funds for Michigan parks? 

Mr. BYRD. While the increases pro-
vided in the bill for base operating in-
creases are essentially spoken for, I 
will certainly be mindful of the needs 
identified by the Senator should addi-
tional funding become available in con-
ference. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Senator from 
West Virginia for his answer, and if he 
will indulge me a few moments more, I 
would like to also inquire about land 
acquisition funding for the National 
Park Service. 

First let me say that, while the ad-
ministration did not include the Sleep-
ing Bear Dunes National Lakeshore in 
its Fiscal Year 2001 land acquisition re-
quest, I nevertheless appreciate your 
support, Senator BYRD, in obtaining 
$1.1 million for acquisition of the 
LaPorte property. I would ask, how-
ever, if the Senator would be willing to 
consider in conference a second request 
of $4 million for purchase of the 
Barratt property at Sleeping Bear 
Dunes should additional funds become 
available as the appropriations process 
continues? 

Mr. BYRD. Again, I thank the Sen-
ator for his question. As my friend 
from Michigan may know, the Interior 
subcommittee received over 2,000 Mem-
ber requests for funding for particular 
projects, accounts or activities. It is 
not an easy task, of course, to strike a 
satisfactory balance between the thou-
sands of requests on the one hand, and 
the subcommittee’s limited resources 
on the other. However, I am aware that 
the Sleeping Bear Dunes National 
Lakeshore is of great importance to 
the Senator from Michigan and the 
people he represents, and I was there-
fore pleased to be able to secure fund-
ing for the LaPorte land acquisition. I 
can also assure my friend that I will 
carefully consider his Barratt property 
request should additional resources be-
come available later in the year. 

Mr. LEVIN. As always, I appreciate 
the courtesy of the distinguished Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

CAT ISLAND 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as the 

distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee may be aware, Cat Island is 
the last remaining private island that 
lies outside the Gulf Islands National 
Seashore. Located so close to the main-
land, Cat Island has many natural and 
recreational resources that make it an 
attractive target for development. 

For the past couple of years, the 
owners of this property have been ex-
tremely patient while working with 

the Mississippi delegation and the Na-
tional Park Service to ensure that 
their property is included in the Gulf 
Islands National Seashore, while com-
peting development offers have been on 
the table. H.R. 2541 has passed the 
House of Representatives, allowing the 
Park Service to acquire this tract. A 
companion bill, S. 2638, is now pending 
here in the Senate, where I hope it will 
move forward expeditiously and be en-
acted this year. 

Because this process has taken 
longer than expected, it is now critical 
that funding for the first phase of this 
project be provided this year through 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
should the enabling legislation be en-
acted. There is $2,000,000 in the House- 
passed Interior Appropriations bill 
which is a good start, but it provides 
well below the amount needed for 
Phase I of this project. In fact, the first 
phase will require $10 million. There-
fore, I request the chairman’s assist-
ance in working with me to fund the 
first phrase of Cat Island, providing 
that additional funding be made avail-
able as the Interior appropriations bill 
moves toward conference. 

Mr. GORTON. The report accom-
panying this bill reflects the willing-
ness of the committee to consider fund-
ing for acquisition of Cat Island, Mis-
sissippi, should the enabling legislation 
be enacted this year. I understand the 
urgency of this project and the need to 
provide adequate funding this year. 
With this in mind, should additional al-
locations be made available for this 
bill as it moves through the process, I 
will work with the Senator to ensure 
that this worthy project receives our 
full consideration. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I appreciate the 
Chairman’s consideration of my re-
quest and his willingness to work with 
me both last year and this year to fur-
ther this important project. I hope that 
the enabling legislation will be com-
pleted by the time the Interior bill 
reaches conference and that we can 
work together to make Cat Island a 
success this year. 

BLACK LIQUOR GASIFICATION 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I want 

to thank the distinguished gentlemen 
from Washington and West Virginia for 
their leadership in shepherding this bill 
through Committee and to the floor. I 
recognize that the Committee was 
faced with requests that went far be-
yond the Committee’s budget, and I 
commend the leaders for successfully 
balancing the myriad of requests with 
which they were presented. 

I want to bring to my colleagues’ at-
tention one particular program that I 
believe is worthy of additional funding 
in Conference. Would the Senator from 
West Virginia agree that encouraging 
the forest and paper products industry 
to achieve greater energy efficiency is 
a worthy goal? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I would agree that is 
a worthy goal. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Since we agree with 
that goal, I am sure the Senator shares 

my support for a program within the 
Department of Energy that will en-
courage the forest and paper products 
industry to utilize resources that are 
readily available on site to produce en-
ergy. By utilizing wood and bark resi-
dues and spent pulping liquor in a proc-
ess called black liquor gasification, the 
industry could potentially improve on 
site electricity generation by 300%– 
400% over existing cogeneration sys-
tems. Given these benefits, would the 
Senator agree that increasing funding 
for the black liquor gasification pro-
gram should be pursued in Conference? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I share the Senator’s 
support for the program and will sup-
port efforts to find additional funding 
for the program. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

INDIAN TRUST SERVICES PROGRAMS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, resolv-
ing Indian trust management issues 
should be one of the foremost priorities 
of this Congress. Ever since the passage 
of the Dawes Act in 1887, serious prob-
lems have plagued the Federal govern-
ment’s trust management efforts. Due 
to recent congressional interest and 
support, the Department of the Inte-
rior has been able to make significant 
progress in reforming its trust manage-
ment systems. Working in collabora-
tion, the Bureau of Indian Affairs and 
the Office of the Special Trustee are: 

Instituting a national, state of the 
art, trust asset management system; 

Implementing a revised Trust Man-
agement Improvement Project High 
Level Implementation Plan; and 

Instituting improvements in sys-
tems, operations, and policies that will 
help ensure that the Federal govern-
ment meets its fiduciary obligations to 
Indian Tribes and individual American 
Indians. 

The subcommittee’s efforts to pro-
vide full funding for the Trust Manage-
ment Improvement Project under the 
Office of the Special Trustee should be 
applauded. However, I am very con-
cerned that the Senate mark does not 
fully fund the Bureau of Indian Affair’s 
trust services programs. All of our ef-
forts to reform trust management 
could become meaningless if BIA can’t 
sustain these reforms by providing the 
funding and staffing to properly man-
age the trust land that produces trust 
income, to produce accurate and time-
ly land title information, and provide 
timely closing of long open estates. 

I would like to work with the gen-
tleman from Washington, Senator GOR-
TON, and other concerned members, as 
the budget process continues, to pro-
vide additional resources for BIA’s 
trust programs if funds become avail-
able. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I would 
be pleased to work with the gentleman 
on that endeavor. 

Mr. INOUYE. I would like to thank 
the Chairman from Washington State 
for his support. I look forward to work-
ing with him to secure the resources 
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necessary to institutionalize and main-
tain trust management improvements 
in the future. 

RED MOUNTAIN PROJECT 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I 

take this opportunity to express my 
support for the acquisition of Red 
Mountain in my home state of Colo-
rado. This site should be preserved be-
cause of its mining history and natural 
beauty. I look forward to working with 
the chairman of the Interior Sub-
committee to ensure its funding in the 
future. 

Mr. ALLARD. I would like to engage 
the chairman briefly on an important 
Land and Water Conservation project 
in my state of Colorado called the Red 
Mountain project. Specifically, the 
first phase of the project owned by 
Idarado Mining Co. 

Mr. GORTON. I would be happy to 
oblige the Senator. 

Mr. ALLARD. The Red Mountain 
project, located in the communities of 
Silverton and Ouray Colorado, is a top 
priority for the U.S. Forest Service 
this year. 

Red Mountain is a 10,500 acre site 
that is one of the most nationally re-
nowned scenic and historic resources in 
Southwestern Colorado. Before the Sil-
ver Crash in 1893, Red Mountain was a 
vibrant mining town, home to thou-
sands of miners and their families, liv-
ing in four communities and working 
dozens of rich silver mines. Today, the 
remnants of this community have been 
designated by Ouray and San Juan 
Counties as a historical landmark, and 
just named one of the National Trust 
for Historic Preservation’s 11 most en-
dangered sites in America. In addition, 
Red Mountain contains extensive habi-
tat for endangered species as well as 
other sensitive species. The area offers 
an abundance of recreation opportuni-
ties to one million visitors annually— 
from hiking, biking and four-wheel 
driving to cross country skiing and 
mountaineering. 

As you may know, this year although 
the Forest Service recommended $10 
million in its FY01 budget for a Colo-
rado project called Silver Mountain, we 
have received correspondence from the 
Forest Service indicating that this 
project is no longer viable. In addition, 
the U.S. Forest Service has further in-
dicated that the Red Mountain project 
is a top priority for funding this year. 
Therefore, I urge you to consider allo-
cating the $10 million from the Silver 
Mountain project to the Red Mountain 
project as the Interior bill moved to-
ward conference. 

Mr. GORTON. Unfortunately, due to 
our subcommittee’s allocation, there 
was not enough room in the Senate 
mark to cover many good Land and 
Water Conservation Fund projects. As 
the bill moves forward, if there is an 
opportunity to reconsider this project, 
I will make every effort to do so espe-
cially given the unusual circumstance 
surrounding the FY01 US Forest Serv-
ice budget request. With the budget 
flexibility provided by the Forest Serv-

ice in its recent correspondence, I feel 
confident that this will help the Red 
Mountain project as the bill moves for-
ward. 

Mr. ALLARD. I sincerely appreciate 
the Chairman’s consideration of my re-
quest and understand the predicament 
he was in with respect to his alloca-
tion. Given the immediate needs of this 
project, I appreciate the Chairman is 
willing to work with me to find ways 
to fund the first phase of the Red 
Mountain project this year. 

Mr. GORTON. I will continue to work 
with you toward that end. 

LINCOLN PRESIDENTIAL LIBRARY 
Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 

would like to take this opportunity to 
ask the Chairman of the Interior Ap-
propriations Subcommittee about the 
Abraham Lincoln Presidential Library 
that is planned for construction in 
Springfield, Illinois. 

Currently, the Nation is without an 
institution that honors the legacy of 
one of our greatest Presidents, Abra-
ham Lincoln. The Lincoln Library 
would serve as museum and interpre-
tive center, allowing visitors and schol-
ars to learn about the events that 
shaped Lincoln’s life and the contribu-
tions that he made to the history of 
our country. 

Mr. DURBIN. I join my colleague 
from Illinois in recognizing the need 
for a Lincoln Library. Twelve Presi-
dents, as well as Confederate leader 
Jefferson Davis, currently have presi-
dential libraries. Abraham Lincoln, as 
the man who preserved the Union, 
truly deserves such an institution 
where people from around the world 
can learn about his great achieve-
ments. 

This project enjoys tremendous sup-
port at the federal, state, and local lev-
els. The entire Illinois Congressional 
Delegation, the Illinois General Assem-
bly, and City of Springfield have all ex-
pressed their strong support for this li-
brary to be completed. The State of Il-
linois has contributed $50 million, and 
the City of Springfield $10 million, to 
begin construction on the interpretive 
center. In addition, the Lincoln Li-
brary received $3 million from the FY 
2000 Interior Appropriations Bill. While 
these federal funds are greatly appre-
ciated, we need a stronger federal com-
mitment to make sure construction of 
the Library can get underway. I would 
like to ask the Senator from Wash-
ington if there is any possibility to re-
ceive increased funding from the FY 
2001 Interior Appropriations Bill for 
this important endeavor. 

Mr. GORTON. I understand the im-
portance of the Abraham Lincoln Pres-
idential Library to my colleagues from 
Illinois, their constituents, and the na-
tion. While the Lincoln Library is an 
important project, the Interior Appro-
priations Subcommittee has received 
many important requests, for Fiscal 
Year 2001, that have received prece-
dence, due to the fact that they have 
been authorized. 

The Lincoln Library project is a wor-
thy project, and if the project receives 

authorization, the Committee will 
again review the project and give it 
strong consideration. 

Mr. BYRD. I agree with the Chair-
man of the Subcommittee. 

SECTION 326 OF HR 4578 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I would 

like to clarify for the record the intent 
of language included in Section 326 of 
the Interior Appropriation fiscal year 
2001 bill. I want to point out that inter-
agency coordination of Federal re-
sources is desirable and certainly 
something many of us have been sup-
porting as a way to eliminate wasteful 
bureaucratic redundancies. We don’t 
want to spend money in Washington 
duplicating positions and processes. We 
want money in the field helping local 
communities. The language in Section 
326 refers to the American Heritage 
Rivers Initiative, which is coordinated 
by an interagency committee that 
serves that purpose for communities 
seeking technical assistance and oppor-
tunities for Federal grants. I would 
like to point out that this initiative 
has proven to work well for the partici-
pating communities in my state and 
others. 

It is my understanding that this lan-
guage does not prohibit Federal agen-
cies funded through this appropriation 
from working on or coordinating with 
each other to support American Herit-
age Rivers projects. Further, I under-
stand that this language does prohibit 
the use of resources derived from this 
bill for funding personnel, training or 
administration of the activities of the 
Council on Environmental Quality. 

Mr. L. CHAFEE. The Senator is cor-
rect. This language does not prohibit 
coordination by Federal agencies fund-
ed in the bill. It also is not intended to 
penalize or disadvantage communities 
that seek or apply for grants from 
agencies funded on the bill. Section 326 
is limited to prohibiting funding trans-
fers for the Council on Environmental 
Quality or the Executive Office of the 
President. Would the Chairman and the 
Ranking Member agree with this inter-
pretation? 

Mr. GORTON. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 

COLLABORATIVE FOREST RESTORATION 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

would like to take this opportunity to 
engage Senator DOMENICI, Senator 
GORTON, and Senator BYRD in a brief 
colloquy at this time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. I would like to clar-

ify that it is your intent that $5 mil-
lion of the emergency funds available 
through amendment 3782 will be used 
to implement the Collaborative Forest 
Restoration Program in New Mexico. 
This program will be authorized by a 
bill, S. 1288, that Senator DOMENICI and 
I introduced together. It already passed 
the Senate last November and will be 
considered by the full House Resources 
Committee next week. This program 
creates a mechanism through which 
people with varied interests will be 
able to work cooperatively with the 
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Forest Service to conduct forest res-
toration and value-added projects. Im-
proving communication and joint prob-
lem solving among individuals and 
groups who are interested in restoring 
the diversity and productivity of for-
ested watersheds can assist us in our 
efforts to address the problem posed by 
communities at risk from catastrophic 
wildfire. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes, that is correct. 
However, I would note that the emer-
gency needs for on-the-ground work on 
fuel reduction in New Mexico are very 
great. I understand that the agencies 
could use more than $50 million in 
emergency dollars for projects ready to 
go in New Mexico by the end of the 
year. The Collaborative Forest Res-
toration Program will help promote ad-
ditional projects for fuel reduction. 
Considering the terrible toll fires have 
taken in the state, I hope our federal 
land management agencies will use as 
much as possible in this emergency 
funding to decrease the risk in New 
Mexico urban-wildland interface com-
munities. 

Mr. GORTON. That is my under-
standing as well. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I agree with you that 
$5 million of the emergency funds will 
be used to implement the Collaborative 
Forest Restoration Program. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Thank you all for 
the clarification. 

SAINT CROIX ISLAND 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, the 

year 2004 will mark the 400th anniver-
sary of a small French settlement on 
Saint Croix Island, located in the Saint 
Croix River, which forms the boundary 
between the State of Maine and Can-
ada. The 1604 settlement was the initial 
site of the first permanent settlement 
in the New World, predating the 
English settlement of 1607 at James-
town, Virginia. Many view the expedi-
tion that settled on the Island as the 
beginning of the Acadian culture in 
North America. 

Mr. GORTON. I am aware of the his-
torical significance of the 1604 settle-
ment of Saint Croix Island and would 
note that the Island is the only inter-
national historic site in the National 
Park System. 

Ms. COLLINS. I want to thank you 
for your invaluable support of efforts 
to commemorate the Saint Croix Is-
land site. Last year’s Interior Appro-
priations bill included my sense-of-the- 
Senate language that the National 
Park Service should take what steps 
are necessary to ensure that appro-
priate exhibits are completed by 2004. 
This year’s Appropriations Committee 
mark includes $200,000 in the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service construction budg-
et to assist with the Downeast Herit-
age Center. The Center, which we will 
make every effort to complete in time 
for the 2004 celebration, will allow 
state and federal agencies and other 
partners in the project to interpret the 
French settlement efforts at Saint 
Croix Island and other historical, rec-
reational, and cultural aspects of 
Downeast Maine. 

Mr. GORTON. I have been pleased to 
support your efforts to commemorate 
the Saint Croix Island settlement, in-
cluding your work on the Downeast 
Heritage Center. I would note that the 
National Park Service is scheduled to 
undertake major improvements to its 
site at Red Beach beginning in fiscal 
year 2002. I support this effort as well. 

Ms. COLLINS. A major, international 
celebration is expected to commemo-
rate the Saint Croix Island settle-
ment’s 400th anniversary. Pursuant to 
a memorandum of understanding 
signed by the U.S. Department of the 
Interior and the Canadian Department 
of the Environment, Parks Canada has 
worked diligently to prepare for the 
event. I am concerned that we have not 
been as enterprising and now face the 
very real possibility of being less than 
fully prepared for the 2004 celebration. 
Indeed, the National Park Service has 
informed me that it requires planning 
money in fiscal year 2001 in order to 
ensure that the Downeast Heritage 
Center will be completed in time. I 
have introduced authorizing legisla-
tion, S. 2485, that would permit the Na-
tional Park Service to join with other 
public and private entities to construct 
the Center. That bill has been reported 
out of the Senate Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. I have 
every hope that the bill will become 
law this year. Mr. Chairman, as the FY 
2001 Interior Appropriations bill goes 
to conference, I would ask that you do 
what you can to add $340,000 to the Na-
tional Park Service construction budg-
et so that it can assist this year in the 
planning of the Downeast Heritage 
Center with an eye to its completion 
by 2004. 

Mr. GORTON. I want to thank the 
Senator from Maine for again bringing 
this matter to my attention. I under-
stand the importance of this matter to 
the State of Maine and to a much 
broader, international community. I 
also understand the importance of pro-
viding funds soon enough to allow com-
pletion of the Downeast Heritage Cen-
ter in time for the 2004 commemora-
tion. I will be pleased to do what I can 
to see that your request is considered 
fully in conference. 

Ms. COLLINS. I want to thank my 
good friend again. I know he, in par-
ticular, appreciates the value of pre-
serving our nation’s history and its 
cultural heritage. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, we have 
before the Senate the Fiscal Year 2001 
Appropriations Act for the Department 
of Interior and Related Agencies. 

I want to express my support for the 
American Heritage Rivers Initiative. 
This bill contains a provision that pro-
hibits funds in the Act from being 
given to or used to provide support for 
the Executive Office of the President in 
coordinating the American Heritage 
Rivers. It also prevents the Council on 
Environmental Quality from receiving 
funds and support to coordinate and 
oversee the initiative. 

The American Heritage Rivers Initia-
tive, which redirects federal resources 

without new spending, has greatly im-
proved the Detroit River, a designated 
American Heritage River, through 
shoreline development and protection 
of wetlands. In the ten months that the 
River Navigator for the Greater De-
troit American Heritage River has been 
in operation, over $1 million has been 
acquired for Detroit River projects. 
This program also assists communities 
in the use of Federal resources to help 
communities revitalize parks—to help 
celebrate their history and their herit-
age. 

This initiative needs our support and 
full participation and I strongly oppose 
any language which would put this pro-
gram in jeopardy. 

NATIONAL PARK SNOWMOBILE BAN 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to 

express my concern over this egregious 
and unjustified action by the Depart-
ment of the Interior that will have se-
vere negative economic consequences 
on citizens and communities in Idaho 
and many other states around the 
country. The Department has an-
nounced that it intends to ban rec-
reational snowmobile use in virtually 
every national park that now allows 
them, although snowmobiles have been 
an established use in these parks for 
more than four decades. This an-
nouncement was made by Interior As-
sistant Secretary Don Barry on April 
27th in an orchestrated press con-
ference that amounted to a public 
lynching of the snowmobile commu-
nity. This new policy was made with-
out consultation with Congress, the 
snowmobile manufacturers, the nearly 
four million snowmobile users, or with 
the many gateway communities to the 
national parks that are dependent on 
business generated by snowmobile visi-
tors. Although Assistant Secretary 
Barry claimed that this ban is nec-
essary because of air pollution, noise 
and wildlife disturbance caused by 
snowmobiles, the truth is that there is 
simply no evidence that snowmobiles 
cause such harm. In fact, in a shocking 
admission before the U.S. Senate En-
ergy and Natural Resources Committee 
Mr. Barry conceded that snowmobiles 
had never been found in violation of 
any environmental standard in any na-
tional park. I understand Mr. Barry has 
since left the Department to be em-
ployed by the Wilderness Society, an 
organization that has actively advo-
cated the exclusion of snowmobiles 
from national parks. 

The major snowmobile manufactur-
ers have made great progress in pro-
ducing machines that are cleaner and 
quieter than ever before. The manufac-
turers, the snowmobile users and the 
gateway communities are willing to 
work with the Department of the Inte-
rior to develop reasonable plans and 
programs to achieve agreed to environ-
mental goals. I believe this is the best 
course for the Department to follow. 

I bow to no one in my love for our 
majestic national parks. I fully support 
reasonable and reasoned efforts to pro-
tect and preserve them. But to ban 
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snowmobiles completely in the na-
tional parks is totally unnecessary. It 
is an abuse of bureaucratic power, and 
it is the duty of Congress to uphold the 
law and prevent this from taking place. 

I feel it is important for all to under-
stand that snow machines do not run 
roughshod over the national parks as 
has been stated on the floor. 
Travelways are designated and adhered 
to. The issue of where snowmachines 
travel is a matter of management by 
the park service, not of whether or not 
they should be in our national parks. I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
from Dr. Lori Fussell that explains a 
number of misconceptions on pollution 
from snowmobiles be printed in the 
RECORD to clarify several of these 
issues. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING & 
RESEARCH, 

Wilson, WY, June 5, 2000. 
Hon. JAMES V. HANSEN, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on National Parks and 

Public Lands, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
COMMENTS ON TESTIMONY GIVEN AT THE MAY 

25, 2000 HEARING HELD BY UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS AND PUBLIC LANDS, RE-
GARDING SNOWMOBILE USE IN NATIONAL 
PARKS 
I am writing to you today because I have 

had the opportunity to read through some of 
the testimony offered at the May 25, 2000 
hearing held by the U.S. House of Represent-
atives’ Subcommittee on National Parks and 
Public Lands regarding snowmobile use in 
National Parks. And, in my expert opinion, 
some of the testimony regarding pollution 
from snowmobiles was incorrect or mis-
leading. I feel a need, in the interest of good 
science, to providing information to the Sub-
committee to correct these errors. 

Before I go into details, let me make sev-
eral points about the information contained 
in this letter. First, the intent of this letter 
is simply to correct misinformation that was 
presented to the Subcommittee. I am not 
being paid by any organization to submit my 
opinion to you and I have no personal inter-
est in the outcome of the hearings. I am not 
a snowmobiler and do not particularly care 
for snowmobiles as they presently exist. In 
fact, I was the first person to publish any 
scientific research on exposure to snow-
mobile pollution and believe very strongly 
that actions must be taken to significantly 
reduce snowmobile emissions in our National 
Parks. Human exposure to snowmobile pollu-
tion in Yellowstone National Park (YNP), in 
particular, is unacceptable. However, I be-
lieve just as strongly that decisions about 
emissions are reduced (visitor limits, techno-
logical improvements, and/or banning snow-
mobiles) should be based on accurate infor-
mation. 

Second, I do not any way want to imply 
that the testimony given to the Sub-
committee by any individual or organization 
was intentionally incorrect or misleading. 
There is a lot of information circulating 
about pollution from snowmobiles. It is dif-
ficult to separate fact from fiction. 

Third, I have established myself as an ex-
pert in the field of snowmobile emissions. I 
have attached my Curriculum Vitae to this 
letter as documentation of my credentials 
and will be happy to provide further docu-
mentation of my experience in this area. My 

comments will be limited to the information 
presented regarding snowmobile pollution. I 
do not have the expertise necessary to com-
ment as an ‘‘expert’’ on any other issue re-
garding snowmobile use in the National 
Parks. 

Fourth, I do not have access to all of the 
testimony given at the hearings. I only have 
copies of the statements prepared by the fol-
lowing individuals: Michael Scott, Kevin 
Collins, Sean Smith, Mark Simonich, Donald 
Barry, Kim Rapp, Michael Forsman, Jerry 
Johnson, and Teri Manning. Therefore, my 
comments are limited to the testimony of-
fered by these individuals. While I can not 
comment on any information presented by 
any other individual at this time, I would be 
happy to do so if this information were pro-
vided to me. 

The rest of this letter will simply outline 
information related to pollution from snow-
mobiles contained in the above testimonies 
that I find requires clarification or correc-
tion. In each case, I will list direct quotes 
from testimonies in italics. I will then ref-
erence the specific testimony in parenthesis 
at the end of the quote. My response and ex-
planation will follow. 

I. TESTIMONY 
‘‘Carbon monoxide levels in the (Yellowstone) 

park currently exceed National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards and will continue to be ex-
ceeded unless snowmobiles are removed.’’ Testi-
mony of Michael D. Scott, Program Director, 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition) 

‘‘It is their position (the Wyoming Depart-
ment of Environmental Quality) that there 
have been no documented violations of the 
Clean Air Act within Yellowstone National 
Park. Not Ever.’’ (Testimony of Kim Raap, 
Manager, Wyoming State Trails Association) 

‘‘The DEIS issued by the Park Service con-
fuses data collected for personal exposure meas-
urements (50 ppm) to the ambient air quality 
standards. The Montana Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (MAAQS) 1 hour-maximum CO stand-
ard is 23 ppm as monitored according to the 
standard. Let me clearly state, air quality 
standards, both federal and the more stringent 
Montana standards, have not been exceeded in 
Yellowstone National Park. The DEIS incor-
rectly states that this happened. While air qual-
ity did reach 90% of the Montana standard last 
winter, the standard was not exceeded.’’ (Testi-
mony of Mark Simonich, Director, Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality) 
Response 

The testimony given by the Greater Yel-
lowstone Coalition (GYC) clearly contradicts 
the testimony of the Wyoming State Trails 
Association (WSTA) and the Montana De-
partment of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 
Who is correct? WSTA and MDEQ are cor-
rect. There is no data to support the claim 
that ambient air in Yellowstone National 
Park (YNP) is violating National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQA) for carbon 
monoxide (CO). 

So, if NAAQS have not been violated in 
YNP, what is the problem with emissions 
from snowmobiles in YNP? The problem is 
that research conducted by both the Na-
tional Park Service (NPS) and me have 
shown that YNP employees and 
snowmobilers can be exposed to high levels of 
CO. And, since the presence of CO indicates 
a probable presence of hydrocarbon emis-
sions, the potential exists for significant air 
toxic exposure as well. 

NOTE. A comprehensive study of employees and 
visitor exposure to pollution from snowmobiles is 
due to be published by Dr. Norm Kado of the Univer-
sity of California at Davis in the upcoming months. 
The information contained in this report is not cur-
rently available to the public. 

Explanation 
The NAAQS for CO is 35 parts per million 

(ppm) for a one-hour sampling period and 9 

ppm for an eight-hour sampling period. (The 
state of Montana one-hour CO standard is 23 
ppm, stricter than the federal standard.) A 
violation of NAAQS is recorded if the stand-
ard is exceeded more than once in a year. 

In order for data to be used to determine 
compliance with NAAQS, it must be col-
lected according to standardized sampling 
methods outline in The Code of Federal Reg-
ulations, Title 40, Parts 53 and 58. Sampling 
locations must meet proper siting criteria in 
order to assure that the data is representa-
tive of ambient air. The sampling criteria in-
clude placing the sampling probe at a height 
of approximately ten feet and at a distance 
of at least seven to thirty feet from the edge 
of the nearest traffic lane. Additionally, the 
probe must be at least 33 feet from the near-
est intersection. 

There is currently a properly sited and 
maintained CO monitor located at the West 
Entrance to Yellowstone National park, op-
erated by the Montana Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality (MDEQ). And, while rel-
atively high CO measurements have been re-
corded by the MDEQ, they have never ex-
ceeded the national or Montana standards. 

So, why do some organizations believe that 
NAAQS have been exceeded in Yellowstone 
National Park? The MDEQ testimony ex-
plains this. Many organizations continue to 
confuse data taken to determine personal ex-
posure to snowmobile pollution with data 
taken to determine degradation of ambient 
air. 

CO samples have been taken by the park 
service (on the roadway) at the West en-
trance to Yellowstone National Park (YNP) 
and on the road between West Yellowstone 
and Old Faithful. I have personally taken CO 
samples on the roadway at Flagg Ranch, the 
south entrance to YNP. CO concentrations 
collected on these roadways have reached 
levels in excess of 35 ppm for a 1-hour time 
period. However, data collected on a roadway 
should not and can not be interpreted as in-
dicative of overall ambient air quality. It is 
only indicative of personal exposure. It can 
not be used to determine compliance with 
NAAQS. 

2. TESTIMONY 
‘‘The highest carbon monoxide levels in the 

nation were recorded at Yellowstone’s West En-
trance during winters in the 1990s.’’ (Testi-
mony of Michael D. Scott, Program Director, 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition) 
Response 

This statement is false. 
Explanation 

As mentioned in the explanation of Testi-
mony #1, the MDEQ operates properly sited 
and maintained CO monitoring station at 
the West Entrance of YNP. And, no state or 
federal standards for CO have ever been ex-
ceeded at this location. The location is clas-
sified by the Environmental protection agen-
cy (EPA) as ‘‘in attainment’’. 

As of August 10, 1999 the Environmental 
Protection Agency lists 20 areas in the 
United States as Nonattainment areas for 
CO pollution (this information can be found 
in the EPA Green Book at http:// 
www.epa.gov/oar/oaqps/greenbk/cnsum.html). 
These areas of the United States clearly 
have a larger CO problem than does the West 
Entrance of Yellowstone National Park. 

NOTE: Perhaps this testimony refers to ex-
posure data taken at the West Entrance of 
Yellowstone. If so, this testimony would still 
be false. There are instances of CO exposures 
nationwide that exceed the CO exposure con-
centrations measured at West Yellowstone 
and Flagg Ranch. In his text, Automobiles and 
Pollution (Published by the Society of Auto-
motive Engineers, 1995), Paul Degobert 
states that ‘‘up to 250 ppm of CO can be 
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found inside passenger compartments’’ of 
automobiles. Again, I must stress that is not 
appropriate to compare NAAQS data to expo-
sure data. 

3. TESTIMONY 
‘‘One snowmobile emits 225 times more carbon 

monoxide than an automobile. One snowmobile 
emits 1000 times more hydrocarbons than an 
automobile.’’ (Testimony of Michael D. Scott, 
Program Director, Greater Yellowstone Coa-
lition) 
Response 

This statement is false. 
Explanation 

In February of this year, the National 
Park Service Air Resources Division (NPS 
ARD) issued a report titled, ‘‘air Quality 
Concerns Related to Snowmobile Usage in 
National Parks.’’ Of this report, the Greater 
Yellowstone Coalition (GYC) writes: 

‘‘The final report was checked and validated 
by scientists involved in the original research. 
That review, combined with the depth and 
breadth of the studies (they began in 1995 and 
covered emissions, ambient levels of pollutants, 
deposition of pollutants in the snowpack, 
human exposure and more) make the report the 
most comprehensive and credible assessment of 
Yellowstone’s air pollution to date.’’ (GYX 
website, 6/2/00, http://hosts2.in-tch.com/ 
www.greateryellowstone.org/wintcruse.html) 

I agree with the GYC assessment of the 
February 2000 NPS ARD report. 

The NPS ARD report estimates that ‘‘a 
snowmobile operating for 4 hours, using a 
conventional 2-stroke engine, can emit be-
tween 10 and 70 times more carbon monoxide 
and between 45 and 250 times more hydro-
carbons than an automobile driven 100 
miles.’’ These NPS ARD estimates are sig-
nificantly different than the estimates in the 
above GYC testimony. 

4. TESTIMONY 
‘‘These (two-stroke) engines create dangerous 

levels of airborne toxins including nitrogen ox-
ides, carbon monoxide, ozone, particulate mat-
ter, aldehydes, 1,3 butadiene, and extremely per-
sistent polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs).’’ (Testimony of Michael D. Scott, 
Program Director, Greater Yellowstone Coa-
lition) 

‘‘Nitrogen Oxides (NOX) and hydrocarbon 
emissions from snowmobile two-cycle en-
gines are also a major concern due to their 
contribution to ground level ozone.’’ (Testi-
mony of Sean Smith, Public Lands Director, 
Bluewater Network) 
Response 

While most of the pollutants listed above 
are emitted from two-stroke engines, oxides 
of nitrogen (NOX) and ozone are not pollut-
ants of concern with respect to snowmobile 
emissions. 
Explanation 

∑ Two-cycle engines (including those used 
by snowmobiles) emit less NOX than four- 
stroke engines (including those used by auto-
mobiles). 

The February 2000 NPS ARD report esti-
mates that only 2% of the NOX pollution in 
YNP comes from snowmobile engines (with 
the remainder of the NOX pollution coming 
from automobiles, busses, snow coaches, and 
recreational vehicles). Although the NPS 
ARD report does not compare the NOX emis-
sions from an automobile to the NOX emis-
sions from a snowmobile, it does contain the 
data necessary to make this comparison. I 
did the calculations (using the same method-
ology used in the NPS ARD report to com-
pare automobile and snowmobile CO and 
UHC emissions) and came up with the fol-
lowing: one automobile emits 1.5 to 6.8 times 
as much NOX as one snowmobile. 

Low NOX emissions from snowmobile en-
gines are confirmed by emission data taken 

at the South West Research Institute (sum-
marized in the NPS ARD report) and also by 
snowpack chemistry analysis performed by 
George Ingersoll of the United States Geo-
logical Survey. Ingersoll’s paper titled, 
‘‘Snowpack Chemistry as an Indicator of 
Pollutant Emission Levels from Motorized 
Winter Vehicles in Yellowstone National 
Park’’ (published at the Western Snow Con-
ference in 1997) concludes ‘‘that regional ac-
tivities—not local snowmachine traffic— 
seem to be controlling nitrate deposition.’’ 

∑ Ozone, as the Bluewater Network testi-
mony correctly states, is not emitted by 
snowmobiles. Ozone is formed via a photo-
chemical reaction between NOX and volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs are a specific class 
of unburned hydrocarbons). While snowmo-
biles do emit a significant amount of VOCs, 
NOX emissions from snowmobiles are mini-
mal (as explained previously). 

Even when NOX are present in significant 
amounts in areas frequented by snowmobiles 
(from regional sources) the cold tempera-
tures in which snowmobiles operate are not 
conducive to ozone formation. ‘‘Strong sun-
light and hot weather cause ground-level 
ozone to form in harmful concentrations in 
the air’’ (from Ozone: Good Up High, Bad 
Nearby, EPA/451K–97–002, October 1997). 
Snowmobiles operate at temperatures near 
freezing and below. 

For the reasons listed above, significant 
ozone formation due to pollution from snow-
mobiles is not a potential problem. 

5. TESTIMONY 
‘‘Recent tests conducted by the SouthWest Re-

search Institute confirm that the two stroke en-
gines of snowmobiles emit hundreds of times 
more pollution than a modern automobile.’’ 
(Testimony of Sean Smith, Public Lands Di-
rector, Bluewater Network) 
Response 

This statement can not be substantiated. 
The Southwest Research Institute (SwRI) 
has not published the statistic cited. 
Explanation 

The SwRI reports cited above only contain 
data on snowmobile engine emissions. They 
do not contain a comparison of snowmobile 
and automobile emissions. 

In order to make the comparison between 
snowmobiles and automobiles, one must 
make a series of assumptions regarding 
snowmobile and automobile usage. The re-
sults of the comparison are highly dependent 
upon the assumptions made. 

The best estimates available that compare 
snowmobile and automobile emissions are 
contained in the February 2000 NPS ARD re-
port. The NPS ARD report bases its calcula-
tions on the SwRI data. As I stated before, 
the report estimates ‘‘a snowmobile oper-
ating for 4 hours, using a conventional 2- 
stroke engine, can emit between 10 and 70 
times more carbon monoxide and between 45 
and 250 times more hydrocarbons than an 
automobile driven 100 miles.’’ Additionally, 
NOX emissions from automobiles are 1.5 to 
6.8 times greater than NOx emissions form 
snowmobiles. 

6. TESTIMONY 
‘‘Given current levels of snowmobile use in 

Yellowstone National Park, this (discharge of 
25–30% of the fuel mixture from a snow-
mobile engine) translates into the equivalent of 
five tanker truck loads of gasoline being dumped 
along park roads each winter.’’ (Testimony of 
Michael D. Scott, Program Director, Greater 
Yellowstone Coalition) 

‘‘Snowmobile emissions are deposited directly 
onto the snowpack of the parks. This snowpack 
pollution translates directly into pollution of the 
parks’ waters as the snow melts. Snowmobiles 
each year emit the equivalent of five tanker 
truck loads onto the snowpack of Yellowstone.’’ 

(Testimony of Michael D. Scott, Program Di-
rector, Greater Yellowstone Coalition) 

About 5000 gallons of gasoline and 250 quarts 
of 2 cycle oil was spilled by National Park Serv-
ice snowmobiles alone.’’ (Testimony of Mi-
chael D. Scott, Program Director, Greater 
Yellowstone Coalition) 
Response 

It is ludicrous to compare potential water 
quality impacts from snowmobile emissions 
to the catastrophic environmental devasta-
tion associated with a tanker spill. 
Explanation 

The fate and transport of pollutants in the 
environment is a very complex field of study. 
However, it does not take a scientist to real-
ize that if most of the unburned fuel and oil 
from snowmobiles is emitted in gaseous form 
(as air pollution), the total hydrocarbon pol-
lution emitted by snowmobiles in YNP will 
not be found in the snowpack. 

Only a percentage of the total snowmobile 
hydrocarbon pollution is deposited onto the 
snowpack. George Ingersoll (‘‘Effects of 
snowmobile Use on Snowpack Chemistry in 
Yellowstone National Park’’, United States 
Geological Survey, 1998, Water Resources In-
vestigations Report 99–4148) has measured 
elevated levels of hydrocarbon pollution in 
snowpacks near snowmobile use. However, he 
reported that these elevated hydrocarbon 
levels ‘‘were lower, in general, than con-
centrations at hundreds of locations nation-
wide representing a full spectrum of water-
shed settings ranging from subalpine to 
urban.’’ 

In his 1998 investigation, Ingersoll also per-
formed a preliminary analysis of snowmelt 
runoff in YNP. He concluded that ‘‘snowmelt 
runoff chemistry from five of the snow-sam-
pling sites indicated that elevated emission 
levels in snow along highway corridors (used 
by snowmobiles in YNP) are generally dis-
persed into surrounding watersheds at con-
centrations below levels likely to threaten 
human or ecosystem health.’’ He also con-
cluded that ‘‘localized, episodic acidification 
of aquatic ecosystems in these high snow-
mobile-traffic areas may be possible, but 
verification will require more detailed chem-
ical analyses of snowmelt runoff.’’ 

Bottom line, the data shows some percent-
age of snowmobile hydrocarbon emissions 
(the unburned fuel and oil) ends up in 
snowpack along roadways. And, some per-
centage of this snowpack pollution will later 
be found in the snowmelt (most volatile or-
ganic compounds will tend to volatilize into 
the gaseous phase during the spring melt- 
off). To date, no data has been collected that 
shows snowmelt pollution from snowmobiles 
at concentrations likely to threaten human 
or ecosystem health. Only a potential for lo-
calized, episodic acidification has been re-
ported in the scientific literature. Clearly, 
this potential, localized, episodic acidifica-
tion does not pose the same environmental 
risk as that of a tanker spill in Park waters. 

NOTE: I am aware that a more detailed investiga-
tion of water quality impacts from snowmobiles was 
undertaken over the winter of 1999–2000 in YNP. The 
results of this study may provide new information 
regarding water quality impacts from snowmobiles. 
However, a report on this research has not yet been 
published and I do not have access to the raw data. 

7. TESTIMONY 
‘‘The components of snowpack pollution from 

snowmobile emissions can include toxic com-
pounds such as MTBE (a fuel additive), and 
polycyclic acromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) such 
as benzene, xylene, toluene, and formaldehyde.’’ 
(Testimony of Michael D. Scott, Program Di-
rector, Greater Yellowstone Coalition) 

Responses 

This is a true statement, but it requires 
clarification for proper perspective. 
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Explanation 

The components of snowpack pollution 
from snowmobile emissions can include the 
toxic compounds listed above. However, the 
mere presence of a pollutant does not indi-
cate environmental degradation. The pollut-
ant must also be present at concentrations 
that are high enough to be of concern (even 
oxygen can be considered a toxic compound 
at high concentrations . . . but it does no 
harm to us at lower concentrations). As de-
scribed in the explanation for Testimony #6, 
George Ingersoll (‘‘Effects of Snowmobile 
Use on Snowpack Chemistry in Yellowstone 
National Park’’, United States Geological 
Survey, 1998, Water Resources Investigations 
Report 99–4148) did find elevated levels of hy-
drocarbon pollution in snowpacks near snow-
mobile use. However, he reported that these 
elevated hydrocarbon levels ‘‘were lower, in 
general, than concentration at hundreds of 
locations nationwide representing a full 
spectrum of watershed settings ranging from 
subalpine to urban.’’ And his preliminary re-
search found that ‘‘snowmelt runoff chem-
istry from five of the snow-sampling sites in-
dicated that elevated emission levels in snow 
along highway corridors (used by snowmo-
biles in YNP) are generally dispersed into 
surrounding watersheds at concentrations 
below levels likely to threaten human or 
ecosystem health.’’ So, despite the fact that 
these compounds can appear in the 
snowpack, they have not yet been found in 
high enough concentrations to cause con-
cern. 

8. TESTIMONY 
‘‘Unburned fuel (emitted by snowmobiles) con-

tains many toxic compounds including benzene, 
toluene, xylene, and the extremely persistent 
suspected human carginogen MTBE (methyl ter-
tiary butyl ether).’’ (Testimony of Michael D. 
Scott, Program Director, the Greater Yel-
lowstone Coalition) 

‘‘Contaminants released by two-stroke snow-
mobile engines include polycyclic aromatic hy-
drocarbons (PAH) and methyl tertiary butyl 
ether (MTBE).’’ (Testimony of Kevin Collins, 
Legislative Representative, National Parks 
and Conservation Association) 
Response 

These are true statements, but they re-
quire clarification for proper perspective. 
Explanation 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) is a 
fuel additive that is required in many areas 
to increase the oxygen content in fuels. This 
is done in an effort to reduce hydrocarbon 
and carbon monoxide pollution from auto-
mobiles and other mobile sources. MTBE is 
also added to fuels (in smaller concentra-
tions) by some refineries to boost octane rat-
ing. MTBE can only be emitted by snowmo-
biles if the fuel they are burning contains 
MTBE as a additive. Snowmobile engines to 
not ‘‘manufacture’’ MTBE. 

The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency 
issued a press release on January 18, 2000 
that states ‘‘gasoline in Minnesota does not 
contain MTBE as an additive’’. Therefore 
snowmobiles in Minnesota (the site of Voya-
geurs National Park) do not emit MTBE as a 
pollutant. 

None of the other states with significant 
National Park snowmobile usage (Michigan- 
Pictured Rocks, Montana-Yellowstone, and 
Wyoming-Grand Tetlon and Yellowstone) re-
quire the use MTBE as an oxygenate in fuel. 
Fuels in these states are oxygenated with 
ethanol, if oxygenated fuels are being used to 
curb air pollution (as in West Yellowstone, 
Montana). However, the states of Michigan, 
Wyoming, and Montana do allow the use of 
MTBE as an octane booster. Therefore, it is 
probable that some percentage of the fuel 
sold in these states does contain MTBE. 

A fact sheet on MTBE from the Michigan 
Department of Environmental Quality 
(available at http://www/deq.state.mi.us/ 
std.mtbe.html) reports that a 1998 survey of 
Michigan fuel revealed that five percent of 
the fuel sampled in Michigan contained 
MTBE. I have not located any statistics on 
the amount of MTBE added as an octane 
booster to Montana and Wyoming. 

NOTE: MTBE has been detected in the snowpack 
along snowmobile traffic corridors in Yellowstone 
National Park (George Ingersoll, 1998 study pre-
viously cited), indicating that some of the fuel sold 
in Montana and Wyoming does, in fact, contain 
MTBE concentrations found in the snowpack were 
not high enough to cause concern. 

9. TESTIMONY 
‘‘While we are fully supportive of the develop-

ment of cleaner and quieter (snowmobile) tech-
nology, to date, there are no definitive, com-
prehensive studies which document the degree 
to which four-stroke engines will mitigate the 
adverse impact that snowmobiles have on our 
parks.’’ (Testimony of Donald J. Barry, As-
sistant Secretary, Fish Wildlife and Parks, 
Department of the Interior. 
Response 

This is a true statement. However, in Sep-
tember of this year I will be publishing infor-
mation about snowmobile emission and noise 
reductions that were attained with the use of 
a four-stroke engine. The information is 
summarized below. 
Explanation 

As the organizer and co-founder of the So-
ciety of Automotive Engineers Clean Snow-
mobile Challenge 2000 (a non-partisan stu-
dent design competition to improve snow-
mobile emissions and noise) I offer the fol-
lowing results as a glimpse at what is pos-
sible in a short amount of time, using exist-
ing technology. In doing so, I do not attempt 
to define what emissions or noise levels are 
appropriate in National Parks. I am simply 
reporting what has been documented as an 
easily implemented improvement over the 
status-quo. 

The University at Buffalo, State Univer-
sity of New York, won the SAE CSC2000 with 
a four-stroke snowmobile that was designed 
and manufactured in less than 5 months by a 
team of undergraduate engineering students. 
When compared to a traditional two-stroke 
snowmobile, the four stoke entry reduced 
hydrocarbon emissions by more than 99.5% 
(NOTE: We could not detect the snowmo-
bile’s hydrocarbon emissions. The 99.5% re-
duction cited represents the limit of detect-
ability of the test method). Carbon monoxide 
emissions were reduced by 46%. Fuel econ-
omy was increased to 27.6 miles per gallon (a 
226% improvement). The sound level (meas-
ured 50 feet from the road at wide open 
throttle) measured just 66.8 dbA. This sound 
level reduction corresponds to an 80–90% re-
duction in the distance snowmobiles can cur-
rently be heard in National Parks. 

Detailed information on the SAE CSC2000 
is currently available on the competition 
website at: http://www.sae.org/students/ 
snow.htm. The results will also be available 
in a peer-reviewed paper I am writing, sched-
uled for publication on September 11, 2000. 

Thank you, Representative Hansen, for the 
time you have taken to read this lengthy let-
ter. I will be happy to answer any questions 
you or other Subcommittee members might 
have and provide further documentation of 
the facts contained in this letter. 

Sincerely, 
LORI M. FUSSELL. 

SNOWMOBILING IN NATIONAL PARKS 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 

today to join my colleagues in this im-
portant discussion concerning the Na-
tional Park Service’s recent proposal 

to substantially curb recreational 
snowmobile use within the national 
park system. 

I believe that virtually everyone can 
agree that snowmobile use in national 
parks must be carefully managed in a 
manner which balances legitimate rec-
reational needs with a concern for pub-
lic safety and environmental protec-
tion. Nobody argues that snowmobiles 
should be allowed in every area of 
every park and without regard for 
noise, speed or numbers. But at the 
same time, snowmobiling is a rec-
reational option that should not be to-
tally banned or limited in an unreason-
able manner. 

I appreciate that the National Park 
Service has now ‘‘clarified’’ its earlier 
statements which created the impres-
sion that an across-the-board ban on 
snowmobiles in all parts of all parks 
was about to be established. The Park 
Service tells us that rather than a ban, 
it wants to curtail snowmobile use on 
park lands. 

I will follow this new approach care-
fully. Again, few South Dakotans have 
objections to reasonable rules designed 
to protect the environment, protect 
wildlife habitat and address issues of 
noise, safety and numbers. But regula-
tions to properly address these matters 
do not require a total ban or draconian 
limitations on snowmobile use. I will 
urge the National Park Service to lis-
ten to all segments of the American 
public in a careful, thoughtful manner 
and seek to strike a sensible balance 
that will protect our natural heritage 
but also allow for reasonable and well- 
managed winter recreation opportuni-
ties for all our citizens. It certainly 
would be better for the National Park 
Service to administratively arrive at 
balanced final rules, than to neces-
sitate legislative action on the part of 
Congress. If legislation is ultimately 
required on this matter, I will work 
with both my House and Senate col-
leagues in a bipartisan manner to se-
cure a balanced final resolution of this 
issue. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Fri-
day morning, July 12th, the House of 
Representatives passed the Valles 
Caldera Preservation Act by a vote of 
377–45, and it will soon be signed by the 
President. 

Later this month, the Secretary of 
Agriculture will take possession of the 
Baca ranch. He will be charged with 
the task of managing the Valles 
Caldera National Preserve for an in-
terim period until the Trust is ap-
pointed. 

In order for the Preserve to be opened 
to the public at the earliest possible 
time, the Secretary and the Trust will 
have to complete a substantial inven-
tory, put together interim plans, and 
provide for the immediate require-
ments of basic public safety and law 
enforcement. 

The Department of Agriculture has 
provided us with a breakdown of pro-
posed activities over the next year, and 
estimates that they will need about 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7100 July 18, 2000 
$990,000 to prepare the Preserve for an 
eager public, over half of which will go 
into planning and law enforcement ac-
tivities. 

Once the Trust takes over, hopefully 
in about 6 months, funds will transfer 
to them, so that they can take over 
management responsibilities for the 
Preserve. 

The $990,000 will be taken out of the 
budget of the Department of the Inte-
rior Solicitor’s office, the bureaucrat 
who recently issued an opinion to fed-
eralize several reclamation projects in 
New Mexico. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, each 
year I carefully review the annual Inte-
rior appropriations bill to analyze how 
the Federal Government is meeting its 
fiscal obligations and priorities to pro-
tect our nation’s resources and provide 
needed funding for Native American 
programs. I commend the Interior sub-
committee chairman, Senator GORTON, 
and the ranking member, Senator 
BYRD, for their hard work in com-
pleting this year’s funding rec-
ommendations that will provide crit-
ical funding for National Parks, energy 
programs, the Indian Health Service, 
and the other resource management re-
sponsibilities within the Department of 
Interior. 

Unfortunately, the appropriations 
committee has also continued the irre-
sponsible practice of loading up an im-
portant bill such as this one with 
unrequested, low-priority earmarks 
and legislative riders. This Interior ap-
propriations bill has once again be-
come the target for members to tack 
on parochial spending for their own 
special interest projects. In this bill, I 
found nearly $280 million for 
porkbarrel spending projects, a level 
that is unacceptably higher than pre-
vious years. 

This type of unnecessary and low-pri-
ority spending is particularly egregious 
since each agency within the Depart-
ment of Interior is struggling to meet 
its statutory responsibilities to protect 
our nation’s parks, wildlife refuges and 
trust obligations to Native Americans. 
These agencies all report exceptionally 
large, multimillion backlogs for main-
tenance and repairs. Yet, instead of di-
recting funding to substantially eradi-
cate these backlogs, the appropriations 
committee instead chooses to divert 
federal spending toward locale-specific 
earmarks that either were not included 
in the budget request, increase funding 
above the requested level for other spe-
cific projects, or fund unauthorized 
projects. 

I recognize that various communities 
around the country look to the federal 
government to help protect them 
against wildfire threats or set aside 
funding to preserve open space to build 
parks for their children. Many of the 
projects in this bill will no doubt ad-
dress some of these important needs 
and are deserving of federal invest-
ments. However, I fail to understand 
why it is necessary to load up this bill 
with erroneous earmarks that appear 

to pander more to special interests 
rather than address our highest re-
source management needs. I believe 
that we should abide by our established 
budget procedures by allocating federal 
assistance to those projects that under-
go a normal, merit-based prioritization 
process that protects the interests of 
the American taxpayer, and employs 
the most cost-effective approach. 

While individually, the amounts ear-
marked for these projects may not 
seem substantial, collectively they add 
up to unmitigated pork. Where does 
some of this pork go? 

An increase of $600,000 is included for 
the Alaska Sealife Center for an eider 
recovery research program, a center 
which already received supplemental 
funding in the recently passed Military 
Construction conference agreement. 
Other locale-specific earmarks include 
$200,000 for a direct pass-through grant 
to Long Live the Lings to coordinate 
the various hatchery managers and 
governmental jurisdictions in Wash-
ington state; $500,000 to continue with 
the retrofit of the research vessel (the 
R/V) Sturgeon) for use by the Great 
Lakes Science Center; $5,000,000 for 
maintenance and snow removal on the 
Beartooth Highway; and, an increase of 
$500,000 above the requested level for 
the Smithsonian Astrophysical Observ-
atory (SAO) to begin construction of a 
base facility at Hilo, Hawaii in con-
junction with the SAO Submillimeter 
Array initiative. 

These projects may be important to 
the local communities for which they 
are targeted, but are they really the 
highest national priorities? Are these 
projects fundamental to carrying out 
the resource management functions of 
the Interior Department? Unfortu-
nately, it matters little since I, nor the 
majority of my colleagues, had any 
input about whether funding these 
projects is the wisest and best use of 
Federal dollars. 

We further abandon our budget prin-
ciples by funding projects that have 
not been authorized by Congress. For 
example, the proposed Wheeling Na-
tional Heritage Area in West Virginia 
has been the recipient of an annual ear-
mark for the past several years, includ-
ing a recommendation for a $500,000 
earmark in this bill. While this does 
not appear to be problematic, what is 
not well known is that this particular 
heritage area has not yet been author-
ized by Congress. This flies directly in 
the face of the statement by the Inte-
rior appropriations committee which 
specifically pointed out that it would 
not fund projects unless Congress au-
thorized them. Again, this project 
itself is not necessarily objectionable 
to me and may have good reason to be 
funded. But what is appalling is that 
these funds are specifically earmarked 
for a project not yet authorized, there-
by clearly sidestepping a process that 
other heritage area projects are ex-
pected to adhere to in order to receive 
federal assistance. 

It is also alarming to find, buried in 
this bill, a specific earmark of two mil-

lion dollars to the Sealaska Corpora-
tion to develop an ethanol manufac-
turing facility in Alaska, the purpose 
of which is intended to support a de-
clining timber industry in the Alaska 
region. To further assist these im-
pacted communities in Alaska, an ad-
ditional five million earmark is pro-
vided for a three year timber supply for 
the Tongass National Forest, language 
added securing preferential treatment 
of Alaska’s surplus red cedar for sales 
abroad, and hundreds of thousands 
more are directed to other forest man-
agement activities to benefit the Alas-
kan region. 

I admit that I am not an authority 
on the matters affecting local commu-
nities in Alaska. However, what I take 
particular exception to is the fact that 
this earmark benefits the ethanol in-
dustry, a fiscal boondoggle industry 
that already reaps substantial benefits 
from existing federal subsidies at the 
expense of taxpayers. It is a blatant in-
sult to taxpayers to ask them to sup-
plement the ethanol industry even 
more by spending two million to build 
one ethanol manufacturing facility for 
a region that is receiving more than 
adequate fiscal attention. 

With the many identified priorities 
stated by the subcommittee members, 
such as addressing wildfire emer-
gencies and health care for Native 
Americans, little to no information is 
provided as to why certain organiza-
tions are deserve of direct earmarks, 
such as $176,000 for the Kawerak Rein-
deer Herders Association, and one mil-
lion for the National Conservation 
Training Center. With no information 
to explain the national importance of 
these programs, I find it troubling that 
the subcommittee tends to specifically 
favor certain organizations for funding 
when these organizations should also 
be subjected to a competitive and 
merit-review process. 

As I stated before, there is 
undoubtably considerable merit to 
some of the programs for which fund-
ing is earmarked in this bill. However, 
until Congress ends the typical arbi-
trary spending which violates the in-
tegrity of the federal budget process, I 
have no choice but to highlight the 
practice of adding and earmarking 
funds for programs and activities that 
appear to serve narrowly tailored in-
terests at the expense of the national 
interest. 

Even in this time of an unprece-
dented budget surplus, we have a re-
sponsibility to the American public to 
exercise fiscal responsibility and dis-
cretion rather than allowing this type 
of unchecked spending to continue. It 
is shameful the way we are squan-
dering the public’s trust and money, 
and it will be the burden of the tax-
payers to shell out the $280 million for 
needless and wasteful spending in-
cluded in this bill. 

The list of objectionable provisions 
in this bill that I compiled is more 
than 19 pages long and is unfortunately 
too lengthy to print in the RECORD. 
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However, the list is available from my 
Senate office. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues Sen-
ators LIEBERMAN, SNOWE, JEFFORDS, 
LEAHY and TORRICELLI in offering an 
amendment to the Interior Appropria-
tions for FY 2001. Our amendment 
would provide $4 million in funding for 
the maintenance of a Northeast Home 
Heating Oil Reserve, with an offset of 
$3 million from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve (SPR) Petroleum ac-
count and $1 million from the Naval 
Petroleum and Oil Shales Account. 

This amendment is critically impor-
tant to the people of Connecticut and 
throughout the Northeast because 
most homes and many schools and 
businesses rely on oil for heating. Last 
winter, the Northeast region was 
gripped by cold weather and sky-
rocketing oil prices. 

Last week, the President issued a di-
rective to establish a heating oil re-
serve in the Northeast by exchanging 
crude oil from the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve for 2 million barrels of heating 
oil to be stored across the Northeast. 
In addition, the Secretary of Energy 
transmitted a permanent plan that 
must lay before Congress for 60 days. 
Our amendment would fund the main-
tenance of that reserve and we will 
continue to work with the members of 
the Energy Committee to authorize a 
trigger that is appropriate to the 
Northeast situation. 

Mr. President, with increased de-
mand for gasoline and refineries at or 
near capacity, experts agree that heat-
ing oil stocks will remain low going 
into the winter season. Even now, the 
heating oil stocks are more than 60 
percent lower than last year. The writ-
ing is on the wall. 

This amendment will mean that the 
heating oil reserve will be maintained. 
Heating oil will be stored within the 
Northeast. Residents of my state need 
not have to choose among filling their 
oil tanks, putting food on the table, 
paying for their medication or paying 
the rent or mortgage. 

I thank my colleagues, especially 
Chairman GORTON and Senator BYRD 
for their interest in this amendment 
and I urge its immediate acceptance. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
Today I want to express my support for 
the NEA which plays an important role 
in preserving our culture and is funded 
in this bill. 

The bill before us provides $105 mil-
lion for the NEA, an increase of $7.3 
million over FY 2000. This is of vital 
importance to the survival of the arts 
in both California and in the United 
States. National interest in the arts 
continues to increase. The number of 
artists in America has more than dou-
bled since 1970. Today, the arts indus-
try supports nearly 1.3 million jobs na-
tionally; 391,200 indirectly, and 908,800 
directly. 

Despite this growth, the United 
States still spends nearly 50 times less 
on the arts than in any other coun-

tries: While the U.S. spends $6.00 per 
person on the arts, the United Kingdom 
spends $26.00; France spends $57.00; Fin-
land spends up to $91.00. 

In 1999, NEA funded projects in every 
county in the state of California, 
awarding 210 grants totaling $5.6 mil-
lion. To date, in FY 2000, the NEA has 
provided 225 grants in California, total-
ing $7.3 million. 

Here are three examples of how the 
National Endowment for the Arts helps 
preserve our national cultural herit-
age. 

This year, the NEA awarded a grant 
to the City of San Diego Commission 
for Arts and Culture to support the 
Living Traditions Initiative. Living 
Traditions teaches a wide array of 
skills in music, dance, language arts, 
history, folklore, crafts and visual arts 
though classes, publications, record-
ings and the broadcast media. 

In 1999, the NEA funded a collabo-
rative project of the Brooklyn, New 
York, Historical Society to increase 
public access to visual materials docu-
menting Prospect Park, the location of 
the 1776 Battle of Long Island, the first 
major conflict between the Continental 
and British Armies in North America, 
following the signing of the Declara-
tion of Independence. The project will 
increase a historic image database, 
produce a guide for the database and 
make it Internet accessible. 

In 1999, the NEA funded Documentary 
Arts, Inc. of Dallas, Texas, to support a 
series of films that explore the com-
plexity of American life through the 
spoken word and community-based 
sounds of folk artists across the coun-
try. 

Preserving national and community 
culture is one way to encourage patri-
otism and a sense of community that 
can help combat the apathy that keeps 
people from actively involving them-
selves in the daily life of their commu-
nity. 

The NEA can be a force to engage the 
imagination. The NEA funds arts edu-
cation for children, such as these: 

The Magic Theater in San Francisco, 
promotes the Young California Writers 
Project, an educational program de-
signed to support young playwrights. 

Class Act is a music education pro-
gram in Orange County, California, ele-
mentary and middle schools supported 
by NEA. 

Stagebridge in Oakland, California, 
provides a literacy program for both 
children and adults. 

The National Book Foundation does 
literary outreach to link leading au-
thors with underserved communities 
throughout the country. For example, 
American Voices brings established 
writers to American Indian reserva-
tions nationwide and conducts a sum-
mer writing camp for inner-city teens 
and adults. 

The MoveSpeakSpin program in 
Santa Cruz, California uses dance edu-
cation activities as a tool in teaching 
curriculum subjects in math and 
science, subjects which often are dif-
ficult for children to learn. 

Given the demands on our school 
budgets in California, many school dis-
tricts in California were forced to cut 
funding for music and art programs 
from their schools’ curriculums. NEA 
funding in the schools helps assure 
that our children will still have access 
to arts education. 

Additionally, students who partici-
pate in the arts do notably better on 
standardized testing. Research from 
the 1995–1997 College Entrance Exam-
ination Board shows that students who 
studied the arts scored an average of 83 
points higher than non-art students on 
the SAT. 

Arts can also provide a constructive 
outlet for young people. A three-year 
research study of YouthARTS, funded 
by the NEA and the U.S. Department of 
Justice in 1999, demonstrated that arts 
programs help decrease youth delin-
quency. Several NEA-funded projects 
have demonstrated this: 

NEA awarded a grant to the Rich-
mond Art Center in California to sup-
port expansion of the ‘‘Art Reach’’ pro-
gram for at-risk youths in West Contra 
Costa County. 

Creative Links: Positive Alternatives 
for Youth funds residency projects 
across the nation in which young peo-
ple work with artists after school and 
during the summer. Programs are sup-
ported through arts organizations, 
community centers, low-income hous-
ing projects, tribal communities and 
juvenile facilities. 

By encouraging at-risk teens to ex-
press themselves through art instead of 
antisocial behavior, the NEA can help 
deter delinquency. 

For much of American history, art 
has been considered to be a ‘‘luxury’’ of 
the elite. Through traveling programs 
and other outreach programs, the NEA 
has made art accessible for Americans 
in all corners of the nation and to all 
economic strata. Here are some exam-
ples in California: 

The Rural Journeys Project, run par-
tially by Independent Eye, Ltd. in 
Sebastopol provides residencies that 
offer performances from the repertoire 
and workshops to rural communities 
nationally. 

A grant to the Humboldt Arts Coun-
cil in Humboldt supports a consortium 
of multi disciplinary arts workshops 
and activities to rural, low-income 
populations. 

A Fresno Arts Council program com-
piles and assesses data on the state’s 
artistic resources, including identifica-
tion of traditional artists, and the cre-
ation of a database and report on artis-
tic resources and needs. 

NEA has opened up the artistic world 
to the visually and audibly impaired. 

Deaf West Theater Company in North 
Hollywood supports a multi-discipli-
nary production of ‘‘Oliver,’’ the musi-
cal, and production workshops in 
schools that serve deaf and disadvan-
taged youth. 

ARTREACH, Inc. of Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, creates a Cultural Ac-
cess Guide for the Disabled for the 
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Greater Philadelphia region. The guide 
describes architecture and art for the 
physically disabled, blind, deaf, and 
hard of hearing populations to cultural 
venues. 

Many private organizations which 
fund art base their grants on the prof-
itability of an artist or on their organi-
zations’ goals. The NEA gives special 
attention to underrepresented groups. 
Here are two examples: 

The NEA-funded Women’s Phil-
harmonic supports women conductors 
and music directors in leading national 
orchestras. 

The San Francisco group, American 
Indian Contemporary Arts, with NEA 
funding, mounts thematic exhibitions 
of contemporary Native American art-
ists’ work. 

Art is a ‘‘language’’ which crosses 
lines of race, ethnicity, culture, age, 
education, geography, and disability. 
Many of the projects which the NEA 
funds promote an understanding of our 
nation’s diverse heritage: 

The Hmong Cultural Arts, Crafts, 
Teaching & Museum project in Cali-
fornia provides instruction in Hmong 
Pa Dao embroidery and instruction in 
the ancient musical instruments of 
Kheng and Xee Xo. 

The Lake Tahoe Arts Project pro-
duces the Ballet Folclorico do Brasil 

The American Musical Theater of 
San Jose produces ‘‘Musicals in the 
Neighborhood,’’ multi-lingual musical 
performances that focuses on universal 
themes. 

Supporting arts representing dif-
ferent cultures is especially important 
to my state, the state with the most 
diverse population in the nation. Cur-
rently, California has 12 percent of the 
total population in the United States, 
33 percent of the Hispanic population, 
37 percent of the Asian/Pacific Island-
ers population, 7 percent of the Afri-
can-American population, and 13 per-
cent of the American Indian popu-
lation. California is the true melting 
pot. By funding arts which express 
many cultures, the NEA helps to foster 
cultural understanding among these 
many groups. 

The NEA provides Americans with 
valuable cultural programs, with an 
impact far beyond art. Through its 
work, the NEA has made great con-
tributions to preserving American cul-
ture, educating American citizens, and 
assuring equal access to the arts and 
arts funding. To continue reaping these 
benefits, we must continue to support 
the NEA. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, with final 
passage of the Fiscal Year 2001 Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, I wish to take a moment to thank 
all Senators for their time and effort in 
helping to make this important meas-
ure a better product. As I have fre-
quently noted, crafting the Interior bill 
is not an easy charge. Weighing the 
thousands of Member requests that 
come in to the Interior subcommittee 
against the limited resources made 
available to us is an arduous task, in-
deed. 

Yet, this year, as in past years, that 
job has been handled with great skill 
by the subcommittee chairman, Sen-
ator GORTON. My friend from Wash-
ington is, I can say unequivocally, the 
best subcommittee chairman I have 
ever had the pleasure of working with. 
His dedication to duty, his gracious-
ness under fire, and his commitment to 
working with me in a bipartisan man-
ner are simply unparalleled. Moreover, 
the fact that this legislation will be 
adopted by the Senate by an over-
whelming vote is testament, I believe, 
to the incredible job done by the distin-
guished subcommittee chairman. 

Let me also extend my appreciation 
to all subcommittee staff, in par-
ticular, Bruce Evans, who serves Sen-
ator GORTON in an efficient and capable 
manner. And, on the minority side, I 
wish to offer a special thanks to Peter 
Kiefhaber. Although this young man 
has been on my staff for more than 
eight years, this is his first year work-
ing for the Appropriations Committee. 
In the span of less than 6 months, he 
has worked hard, distinguishing him-
self not only to me, but obviously to 
other Members of the Senate, who have 
told me personally of his good work. 

Finally, let me again thank all Sen-
ators and say that I look forward to 
working with the subcommittee chair-
man as we proceed to conference with 
the House of Representatives. 

Mr. GORTON. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on final passage of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on the engrossment 

of the amendments and third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 211 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 

Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 

Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 

Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 

Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 

Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—2 

Feingold Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The bill (H.R. 4578), as amended, was 
passed. 

[The bill was not available for print-
ing. It will appear in a future edition of 
the RECORD.] 

Mr. GORTON. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate insists 
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
appoints Mr. GORTON, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
COCHRAN, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. GREGG, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. REID, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. KOHL, and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, at the 
closing of this bill, this is one more op-
portunity for me to thank my col-
league, Senator BYRD, for his guidance, 
cooperation, and many courtesies in 
moving this bill through to final pas-
sage. He has been very complimentary 
of me. I can simply say that much or 
most of what I have learned about 
managing a bill I have learned from 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virginia, and I hope he regards me as 
an apt pupil. 

I also thank his staff for all of their 
hard work. The minority clerk, Peter 
Kiefhaber, who is new to this job, has 
been a tremendous asset to the sub-
committee and has been a forceful ad-
vocate for Members on his side of the 
aisle. Peter has been ably assisted by 
Carole Geagley of the minority staff, 
and by Scott Dalzell, who has been 
with us on detail from the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. 

My own subcommittee staff has also 
had the benefit of an agency detailee— 
Sheila Sweeney from the Forest Serv-
ice. Sheila has kept her good humor 
even while struggling to track the 
thousands of Member requests that the 
subcommittee receives from Members 
of this body. We have enjoyed having 
her with us. She has been extremely 
productive. 

The subcommittee professional staff 
on my side has done yeoman work: 
Ginny James, Leif Fonnesbeck, Joe 
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Norrell, and Christine Drager, who is in 
her first year with the subcommittee. 
All have contributed to making the 
passage of this bill a relatively smooth 
process, something I think speaks well 
of their dedication, professionalism, 
and knowledge of the programs and 
issues in this bill. 

Finally, of course, there is my chief 
subcommittee aide, Bruce Evans, who 
has guided this bill in each of the years 
that I have worked on it. I could not 
possibly have any better staff. I am 
certain that no Member of the Senate 
has better, more dedicated, or more ef-
fective staff in seeking passage of a 
particular bill. 

I also thank Kari Vander Stoep of my 
own personal staff for her outstanding 
work on the issues in this bill that are 
of particular importance to the people 
of the State of Washington. 

As many hours as we put in here on 
the floor, each of these individuals has 
spent that multiplied by 10 in late 
nights and early mornings, in literally 
months of putting the bill together. 
They are likely to do exactly the same 
as we go through to the conference 
committee and final adoption of the 
bill. 

I express my gratitude for their good 
work and the appreciation, I am sure, 
of Senator BYRD and of the Senate as a 
whole. 

f 

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 4810, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4810) to provide for reconcili-
ation pursuant to section 103(a)(1) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 2001. 

Pending: 
Burns Amendment No. 3874, to repeal the 

modification of the installment method. 
Reid (for Hollings) Amendment No. 3875, to 

pay down the debt by striking the tax cuts. 
Nickles (for Lott) Amendment No. 3881, to 

provide a substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed to vote in relation 
to the following amendments, with 2 
minutes for explanation prior to each 
vote: BURNS, HOLLINGS, and LOTT. 

The Senator from Montana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3874 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, the 
amendment that I have offered to this 
piece of legislation is a freestanding 
bill, S. 2005, the Installment Tax Col-
lection Act of 2000. 

Basically, it allows small businesses 
or farms that sell their businesses on 
the installment plan to pay their cap-
ital gains taxes as they receive the 
money. Right now, they are required to 
pay the capital gains taxes in one lump 
sum. In other words, in some cases, 
when properties are sold, they even 
have to borrow the money to pay the 
capital gains up front. 

It is no cutback in revenue to the 
Government. We just receive the 
money whenever the owners receive 
their payments for their property. 

I urge adoption of this amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Is all time yielded back? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. A voice vote would 

be very agreeable. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays have been requested. 
Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
All time is yielded back. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 3874. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness.–– 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 212 Leg.] 
YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3874) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. ROTH. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3875 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the next amend-
ment is Senator HOLLINGS’ amendment. 

The Senator from South Carolina. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, do 

you want to make $1 million? Do you 
want to become a millionaire? All you 
have to do is find the surplus that is in 
the headlines. 

This morning, USA Today said ‘‘sur-
plus doubles.’’ 

That crowd knows how to write, but 
they do not know how to read. 

I have the Congressional Budget Of-
fice report that they quoted. On page 
17, the debt goes from $5.617 trillion to 
$6.370 trillion. The debt is going up. 
The surplus is going down. 

I thought maybe they had gotten it 
from the President’s midyear review 
just given 2 weeks ago. Of course, you 
know how they mix these things up. 
The last page tells the truth. On page 
23, President Clinton finds that the 
debt goes up to $1 trillion—no surplus. 
The debt increases. 

I then go to the public debt to the 
penny. Call up Treasury. They give this 
out every day. You find how the debt 
goes up. 

What they are trying to do is in-
crease the debt with this $248 billion. 

I am for paying down the debt. 
Vote for the amendment if you are 

for paying down the debt, please. 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I will sup-

port the Hollings amendment to strike 
the tax cuts proposed in this legisla-
tion and devote those funds to reduc-
tion of the national debt. 

I supported and would prefer the 
Democratic proposal to eliminate the 
marriage penalty in the Tax Code. I 
voted for the Democratic plan and had 
it passed would not have supported the 
Hollings amendment. However, since 
the Democratic alternative to the 
pending bill was defeated yesterday by 
a 46–50 vote, and since the Republican 
bill would cost a wasteful $40 billion a 
year, reflecting the wrong priorities, I 
will support the Hollings amendment 
to better use those funds to pay down 
the national debt. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, evidently 
the proponent of the amendment does 
not believe any marriage tax relief is 
in order. 

Let me say that I find this position 
to be incredible. The Federal Govern-
ment is taking a record level of the 
economy in revenue over 20 percent. 
The Federal take has not been this 
high since World War II. 

Income taxes have doubled since the 
Clinton administration came to office. 
Clearly, it is the taxpayers—especially 
America’s hard-working families—who 
have caused the surplus. 

This bill returns less than 3 percent 
of the non-Social Security surplus to 
virtually every married couple in the 
country. Both Republicans and Demo-
crats agree that marriage tax relief is 
an appropriate use of the non-Social 
Security surplus. We differ on how the 
relief is delivered. 

I urge my colleagues to reject Sen-
ator HOLLINGS’ amendment. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 3875. The clerk will 
call the roll. 
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The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 20, 
nays 79, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 213 Leg.] 
YEAS—20 

Akaka 
Boxer 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Feingold 
Harkin 
Hollings 

Inouye 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 

Moynihan 
Reed 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Voinovich 
Wellstone 

NAYS—79 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reid 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment (No. 3875) was re-
jected. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask con-
sent the vote occur in relation to the 
Lott amendment notwithstanding the 
order for the recess of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask con-
sent that immediately following the 
reconvening at 2:15, there be 5 minutes 
for the managers or their designees for 
closing remarks, to be followed imme-
diately by a vote on passage of H.R. 
4810. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3881 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do have 
brief remarks before the vote on the 
next amendment. Are we ready to pro-
ceed to that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes for debate, equally di-
vided. The majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the amend-
ment we have before us will return to 
the text of the committee-reported 
bill. If this amendment is agreed to, we 
will then be voting on a clean marriage 
penalty relief bill with the exact text 
that was reported from the Finance 

Committee. It is a simple vote. It is a 
simple choice. Last night the Senate 
did accept some amendments on sev-
eral issues that are not relevant to 
marriage penalty relief, several of 
them on voice vote, perhaps a couple of 
them along the way on recorded votes. 

Some of them are good amendments. 
We will have another opportunity to 
vote for them or have them included in 
other legislation. They are good ideas 
that deserve to be on another bill. This 
bill is about tax relief for married cou-
ples and about eliminating the mar-
riage penalty when a couple gets mar-
ried, so I urge my colleagues to support 
cleaning up the bill so we can pass a 
clean marriage penalty bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, let me 
explain to the body what the Lott 
amendment does. If you voted in favor 
of the Durbin-Bond amendment to give 
full deductibility of insurance pre-
miums to self-employed small busi-
nesses and farmers, the Lott amend-
ment eliminates that vote. If you voted 
with Senator TORRICELLI of New Jersey 
for lead screening under Medicaid to 
protect children, the Lott amendment 
eliminates that. If you voted with Sen-
ator TORRICELLI on special provisions 
in Medicare for those suffering from 
Lou Gehrig’s disease, the Lott amend-
ment eliminates that. If you voted 
with Senator BURNS to change business 
accounting to make it more fair to 
small businesses, the Lott amendment 
eliminates it. 

This is done over and over in the 
House of Representatives by the Rules 
Committee. It clears the deck of all the 
activity and progress we have made. It 
is an effort to make a tabula rasa the 
last amendment of the day. If you be-
lieve the amendments we voted for are 
worth standing behind, I urge you to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on the Lott amendment. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 3881. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 214 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 

Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 

Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 

Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 

Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The amendment No. (3881) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from the State of 
Wyoming, I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:55 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m., whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr. 
INHOFE). 

f 

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF 
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000— 
Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, we are 
poised to approve the Marriage Tax Re-
lief Reconciliation Act of 2000. This is a 
great victory for the American fam-
ily—all America’s families. It is not 
one that has been won, as much as it 
has been earned. 

This bill is the centerpiece of our ef-
forts to reduce the tax overpayment by 
American families. It is fair, it is re-
sponsible, it is the right thing to do for 
American families. And it is long over-
due that they receive it. 

The provisions in this bill will help 
over 45 million families. That is vir-
tually every family in the U.S. Some of 
my colleagues have argued that almost 
half of those families—21 million fami-
lies located in every state in this coun-
try—do not deserve any tax relief. I re-
ject that argument. I reject it because 
in my home state of Delaware it would 
mean leaving over 30,000 families that 
contributed to our ever-growing budget 
surplus out of family tax relief. 

All of these American families have 
contributed to the record surplus that 
we have in Washington. They deserve 
to get some of it back. I believed that 
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three months ago when I first unveiled 
this package. And I believe it even 
more so today with the new numbers 
released by the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

Today’s bill amounts to just 3 per-
cent of the total budget surplus over 
the next five years. It amounts to just 
8 percent of the total non-Social Secu-
rity surplus over the next five years. 
That is less than a dime on the dollar 
of American’s tax overpayment. By 
any comparison or estimation, this 
marriage tax relief is fiscally respon-
sible. 

I would ask those who oppose this 
family tax relief: Just how big will 
America’s budget surplus have to get 
before America’s families deserve to re-
ceive some of their tax dollars back? If 
not now, when? if 8 percent of just the 
overpayment is too big a refund, how 
little should it be? How long do they 
have to wait? How hard do they have to 
work? How large an overpayment do 
they have to make? 

This bill is fair. We have addressed 
the three largest sources of marriage 
tax penalties in the tax code—the 
standard deduction, the rate brackets, 
and the earned income credit. And we 
have done so in a way that does not 
create any new penalties—any new dis-
incentives in the tax code. We have en-
sured that a family with one stay-at- 
home parent is not treated worse for 
tax purposes than a family where both 
parents work outside the home. This is 
an important principle because these 
are important families. 

Despite the red flags thrown up by 
those who want to stand in the way of 
marriage tax relief, this bill actually 
makes the tax code more progressive. 
Families with incomes under $100,000 
pay less than 50 percent of the total 
federal taxes; yet under our bill, these 
same families receive substantially 
more than 50 percent of the benefits. 

I do not understand how people can 
claim that this bill is tilted towards 
the rich. I believe that the real com-
plaint of those who oppose this bill is 
not that it is tilted towards the rich— 
because it is not—but because it is tilt-
ed away from Washington. As a result, 
some of America’s tax overpayment 
will flow back to America’s families. 

Mr. President, it is time for us to act. 
Families across America are waiting 
for us to make good on our promise. 
They are waiting for us to return some 
of this record surplus to them. Let’s 
approve the Marriage Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2000 and let’s divorce 
the marriage tax penalty from the tax 
code once and for all. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, the 
current tax code is at war with our val-
ues—the tax code penalizes the basic 
social institution: marriage. The Amer-
ican people know that this is unfair— 
they know it is not right that the code 
penalizes marriage. I commend the 
Senate on the vote we are going to 
take today to end this long-standing 
problem. 

Twenty-five million American cou-
ples pay an average of approximately 

$1,400 in marriage penalty annually as 
a result of the marriage penalty. End-
ing this penalty gives couples the free-
dom to make their own choices with 
their money. Couples could use the 
$1,400 for: retirement, education, home, 
children’s needs. 

This bill will also provide needed tax 
relief to American families—39 million 
American married couples, 830,000 in 
Missouri. Couples like Bruce and Kay 
Morton, from Camdenton, MO, who suf-
fer from this unfair penalty. Mr. Mor-
ton wrote me a note so simple that 
even a Senator could understand it: 
‘‘Please vote yes for the Marriage Tax 
relief of 2000.’’ 

Another Missourian, Travis Harms, 
of Independence, Missouri, wrote to tell 
me that the marriage penalty hits him 
and his wife, Laura. Mr. Harms gra-
ciously offered me his services in end-
ing the marriage penalty. ‘‘I would like 
to thank you for your support and ef-
fort towards the elimination of the un-
fair ‘marriage tax.’ If there is any way 
I can support or encourage others to 
help this dream become a reality, I 
would be honored to help.’’ 

I am grateful to Travis Harms and 
Bruce Morton for their support. And I 
want to repay them by making sure we 
end this unfair penalty on marriage. 

The marriage penalty places an 
undue burden on American families. 
According to the Tax Foundation, an 
American family spends more of their 
family budget on taxes than on health 
care, food, clothing, and shelter com-
bined. The tax bill should not be the 
biggest bill families like the Morton’s 
and Harms’ face. 

And families certainly should not be 
taxed extra because they are married. 
Couples choosing marriage are making 
the right choice for society. It is in our 
interest to encourage them to make 
this choice. 

Unfortunately, the marriage penalty 
discourages this choice. The marriage 
penalty may actually contribute to one 
of society’s most serious and enduring 
problems. There are now twice as many 
single parent households in America 
than there were when this penalty was 
first enacted. 

In its policies, the government 
should uphold the basic values that 
give strength and vitality to our cul-
ture. Marriage and family are a corner-
stone of civilization, but are heavily 
penalized by the federal tax system. 

The marriage penalty is so patently 
unfair no one will defend it. Those on 
the other side of the aisle are making 
a stab at addressing the marriage pen-
alty, even though they are not willing 
to provide relief to all couples who face 
this unfair penalty. Their bill imple-
ments a choose or lose system for some 
couples who are subject to the mar-
riage penalty. Their bill phases out 
marriage penalty relief, and does not 
cover all of the couples who face this 
unfair penalty. 

This issue, however, is not about in-
come, it’s about fairness. It is unfair to 
tax married couples more than single 

people, no matter what their income. 
The Finance Committee bill provides 
tax relief to all married couples. 

In addition, the Finance Committee 
bill makes sure that couples do not 
face the risk of differential treatment. 
Under the minority bill, one family 
with a husband earning $50,000 and a 
mother staying home with her children 
will pay more in taxes than a family 
with a combined income of $50,000, with 
the wife and husband each earning 
$25,000. This system creates a disincen-
tive for parents to stay at home with 
their children. The Republican plan 
will treat all couples equally. 

While the minority bill is flawed, I 
am encouraged that they are finally 
acknowledging that the marriage pen-
alty is a problem. I am also encouraged 
that President Clinton has also ac-
knowledged the unfair nature of the 
marriage penalty. But unfortunately, 
Treasury Secretary Larry Summers 
has announced that he would advise 
the President to veto marriage penalty 
relief. 

I say to the President and to my col-
leagues on the other side: being against 
the marriage penalty means that you 
have to be willing to eliminate it. You 
cannot just say you oppose the pen-
alty, and then fight to keep the pen-
alty in law, or to keep part of the pen-
alty in law for some people. Join us to 
vote for the elimination of the penalty, 
and let us bring this important tax re-
lief bill to the American people to-
gether. 

The marriage penalty has endured for 
too long and harmed too many couples. 
It is time to abolish the prejudice that 
charges higher taxes for being married. 
It is time to take the tax out of saying 
‘‘I do.’’ 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Marriage Tax 
Penalty Relief Reconciliation Act. 
This bill would eliminate much of the 
so-called marriage penalty contained 
in the current tax code by expanding 
the standard filing deduction for mar-
ried couples filing jointly, widening the 
tax brackets, increasing the income 
phase-outs for the earned income cred-
it, and extending permanently the 
preservation of the family tax credits. 

My main reason for supporting this 
measure is the simple fact that I do not 
believe that the federal government 
should be penalizing marriage. If two 
people meet and fall in love, they 
should not have to worry about wheth-
er their formal union will bring about 
adverse tax consequences. After all, 
newly married couples have enough to 
worry about, without the added burden 
of increased tax liability. 

Mr. President, one of the basic prin-
ciples of our tax system is that it 
treats individuals in similar situations 
in the same way. In other words, if two 
individuals make the same amount of 
money and the rest of their lifestyles 
are similar, they pay the same amount 
of tax. 

When two people marry, these prin-
ciples of fairness should remain in 
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place, even if the basis of tax liability 
changes from the individual to the 
family. Two people, as a married cou-
ple, simply should not have to pay 
higher taxes than they would as sin-
gles. And furthermore, two couples who 
make the same income should pay the 
same amount of taxes. The proposal be-
fore us today adheres to those prin-
ciples. The alternative offered by my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, does not. 

Mr. President, I support the marriage 
tax relief proposal currently before us 
now—it is a step toward eliminating 
one of the most egregious examples of 
unfairness and complexity in the tax 
code today. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support its final passage. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 313(c) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, I submit for 
the RECORD a list of material in S. 2839 
considered to be extraneous under sub-
sections (b)(1)(A), (b)(1)(B), and 
(b)(1)(E) of section 313. The inclusion or 
exclusion of material on the following 
list does not constitute a determina-
tion of extraneousness by the Presiding 
Officer of the Senate. 

To the best of my knowledge, S. 2839, 
the Marriage Tax Relief Reconciliation 
Act of 2000, contains no material con-
sidered to be extraneous under sub-
sections (b)(1)(A), (b)(1)(B), and 
(b)(1)(E) of section 313 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
week the Senate was required to 
choose between two plans to correct 
the marriage tax penalty. Unfortu-
nately, both of them were flawed. 

Make no mistake. The marriage pen-
alty is wrong. The tax code should not 
penalize people simply because they 
choose to marry. As our economy con-
tinues to thrive, we have the oppor-
tunity to address the unfairness in the 
tax code. But we must do so in a man-
ner that is fiscally responsible. We 
must provide relief to those unfairly 
penalized, but avoid an unwarranted 
windfall to those who already receive 
favorable treatment. 

I believe the only way to fully elimi-
nate the marriage penalty is to allow 
couples to decide whether to file joint-
ly, or as individuals. As we have heard 
throughout this debate, there are 65 
different places in the tax code which 
can cause married couples to pay more 
tax than they otherwise would. By al-
lowing couples to choose between filing 
singly or jointly, we allow each couple 
to choose the best outcome for their 
personal situation. That is the ap-
proach I favor. 

And that is why I supported Senator 
MOYNIHAN’s proposal. His plan takes 
the right approach, and would com-
pletely eliminate the marriage penalty 
for couples making $100,000 or less. 
However, I believe Senator MOYNIHAN’s 
proposal did not go far enough to com-
pletely restore fairness for all couples, 
no matter what their income. 

I did not support the plan proposed 
by Senator ROTH. It would deal with 

only three of the instances in the tax 
code that can result in a marriage pen-
alty, and would direct even greater 
benefits to people who already experi-
ence a ‘‘marriage bonus’’ under current 
tax law. The Roth proposal carries a 
tremendous price tag, with costs bal-
looning out of control as the baby 
boomers begin to retire—and despite 
its costs, would provide only modest 
relief from the marriage penalty for 
the great majority of couples over the 
next ten years. 

We have heard that this legislation 
faces a veto. We will have the oppor-
tunity to return to this issue, and find 
a better solution, one that is afford-
able, simple, and effective. 

The plan I offered in the Finance 
Committee in April could, I believe, 
form the basis for a compromise. It 
provides a simple, elegant, and com-
plete solution to the marriage penalty, 
based on the concept of optional single 
filing. 

Optional single filing could not be 
simpler—taxpayers decide whether to 
file as a couple or as two single individ-
uals, whichever method produces the 
smallest family tax bill. Optional sin-
gle filing means that couples who actu-
ally pay the marriage penalty get the 
relief from it. 

Let’s review one more time why the 
marriage tax penalty happens. Under 
our system, marriage affects tax liabil-
ities because married couples pay in-
come taxes jointly rather than as two 
individuals. Because tax brackets, de-
ductions, and credits for couples are 
not always set at exactly twice the lev-
els for individuals, married couples do 
not always pay the same taxes as they 
would if the same two people were un-
married. As I said, experts have identi-
fied 65 separate provisions in the Inter-
nal Revenue Code that can affect tax-
payers differently based on marital sta-
tus. 

About 42 percent of couples pay more 
filing jointly than if they were not 
married and filed as two individuals. 
This is defined as a marriage tax pen-
alty. About half of all married couples 
pay less. This is known as a marriage 
tax bonus. The remainder see no sig-
nificant difference either way. 

The Roth proposal dealt conclusively 
with only one of the provisions that 
gives rise to a marriage penalty. If the 
difference in the standard deduction is 
responsible for your marriage penalty, 
the Republican plan has all the relief 
you need. 

If the widths of the rate brackets 
causes you to pay more as a married 
couple than you would if you were two 
single individuals, the Roth plan will 
give you some help. Likewise, if your 
penalty stems from the structure of 
the earned income tax credit, the Re-
publicans have a little something to 
offer. But for those two marriage pen-
alty situations—and the 62 other provi-
sions in the Internal Revenue Code 
that could result in a couple paying a 
marriage penalty—only optional single 
filing can provide complete relief. 

That’s why I so strongly support op-
tional single filing. It’s the best way of 
dealing with the marriage penalty— 
give people the flexibility to decide 
what’s best for them. 

And, because optional single filing 
would not give tens of billions of dol-
lars in new tax breaks for wealthy indi-
viduals who already get a marriage 
bonus, it would allow us to pay down 
the national debt faster. Every time I 
visit with North Dakotans, they tell 
me that paying down the national debt 
should be a top priority. Paying down 
debt will strengthen our economy and 
reduce interest costs. And it will en-
sure that our children and grand-
children are not saddled with future 
tax increases to pay for the debt we ran 
up in the past three decades. 

This plan is simple. It is complete. 
And it matches our nation’s priorities. 
I hope that as this debate moves for-
ward, we can use the plan as a basis for 
an effective compromise. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of eliminating the 
marriage penalty for working families. 
Eliminating the marriage penalty— 
which results when a married couple 
pays more in taxes than they would if 
they had remained single—is the right 
thing to do. Unfortunately, the ap-
proach the majority offers is fiscally 
irresponsible and provides more than 
half its benefits to couples who pay no 
marriage penalty. By contrast, the ap-
proach I support provides tax relief 
only to those who actually pay mar-
riage penalties, and it allows us to pro-
vide additional, targeted tax cuts. 

A few months ago, I introduced my 
own approach to the marriage penalty 
problem, the Targeted Marriage Pen-
alty Relief Act of 2000, S. 2043. My bill 
provides a dollar-for-dollar tax credit— 
up to a maximum of $500 in 2001, rising 
to $1,700 in 2004—that reduces or elimi-
nates the marriage penalty on a cou-
ple’s earned income. My bill provides 
immediate marriage penalty relief to 
millions of American families, com-
pletely eliminating the penalty for 59 
percent of families that face a penalty 
in the first year. Plus, it provides tax 
relief only to those families who cur-
rently pay more when they marry than 
they would if they had remained single, 
which is the true measure of the mar-
riage penalty. 

Because it is more targeted to those 
with marriage penalties, my bill is also 
more fiscally responsible. The Targeted 
Marriage Penalty Relief Act costs $80 
billion over ten years—$33 billion in 
the five-year reconciliation window—or 
just over $10 billion a year by the year 
2010. It costs only one-third as much as 
the Republican plan, yet it eliminates 
the marriage penalty within four years 
for more than 80 percent of families. 

In other words, Mr. President, my 
bill is targeted, simple, and affordable, 
as is the Democratic alternative of-
fered by Senator MOYNIHAN. Both ap-
proaches allow us to honestly deal with 
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the marriage penalty while also pro-
viding enough room for other prior-
ities, such as prescription drug cov-
erage, a college tuition tax credit, or a 
long term care tax credit. Given the 
likelihood that the Democratic alter-
native will fail, and the Republican bill 
will be vetoed by the President, it is 
my hope that my proposal will eventu-
ally receive serious consideration. 

Compare the advantages of both the 
Democratic alternative and the Bayh 
approach to the Republican bill that 
we are debating here today. The Repub-
lican bill is expensive, costing $248 bil-
lion over ten years and $56 billion over 
five years. If allowed to continue until 
the year 2010, it would cost more than 
$40 billion every year. The bill is poorly 
targeted, with nearly 60 percent of the 
total tax relief going to couples who 
today pay less in tax when they marry, 
rather than more. 

In addition, the Republican bill pro-
vides immediate relief only to a small 
number of families because it phases in 
over a seven-year period. In fact, the 
Republican bill has not even com-
pletely phased in by the end of the five- 
year budget window, thereby hiding its 
true cost. 

I appreciate the argument made by 
the other side of the aisle that with 
significant surpluses on the horizon, 
some of that money ought to be re-
turned to taxpayers. I also agree that 
we ought to do something about the 
marriage penalty, because people 
should not have to pay more tax sim-
ply because they fall in love and get 
married, as the two Senators from 
Texas point out often with both irony 
and humor. But unfortunately, elimi-
nating the marriage penalty is not the 
only challenge we face. The majority’s 
proposal severely hampers our ability 
to cut other taxes, pay down the debt, 
and make needed investments in Medi-
care and education. It provides most 
relief for those who pay no marriage 
penalty and offers incomplete relief for 
those who do. I support a better, more 
balanced approach and look forward to 
the day when it is adopted. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I do not 
like the marriage penalty. I think it is 
poor public policy. Unfortunately, the 
Senate Finance Committee has pre-
sented us with a bill, sponsored by Sen-
ator ROTH, that does not completely 
eliminate the marriage penalty. What 
this bill would do instead is direct a 
majority of its tax benefits to married 
couples who already benefit from a 
marriage bonus and to certain individ-
uals who have never even been married. 
Hard working married couples in 
Vermont deserve an honest, targeted 
measure to eliminate the marriage 
penalty, not the proposal that is before 
us today. 

Of the 65 marriage penalties in the 
Tax Code, the Republican bill elimi-
nates only one and partially addresses 
only two more. It would do absolutely 
nothing to get rid of the 62 other mar-
riage penalties in areas such as the 
Hope and Lifetime Learning Credits, 

Individual Retirement Accounts, and 
the taxation of Social Security bene-
fits, programs that are important to 
Vermonters. In addition, by increasing 
the deduction and expanding brackets, 
this bill would benefit married couples 
who experience a marriage bonus, at a 
cost of $55.6 billion over five years and 
$40 billion per year after that. 

I support the alternative amendment, 
proposed by Senator MOYNIHAN, be-
cause it would eliminate all 65 mar-
riage penalties in the Tax Code for cou-
ples with up to $100,000 in adjusted 
gross income. This common sense plan 
would accomplish this relief by allow-
ing married couples to calculate their 
tax liability jointly or as single indi-
viduals. The alternative would also sig-
nificantly shrink the marriage penalty 
for couples with between $100,000 and 
$150,000 in adjusted gross income. Ac-
cording to the Vermont Department of 
Taxes, in 1998, 113,132 married couples 
in Vermont had an adjusted gross in-
come under $150,000. That is 94.5 per-
cent of all married couples ion 
Vermont that filed taxes that year. 
Under Senator MOYINHAN’s proposal, 
Vermonters get more bank for their 
buck and those married couples who 
are truly hurt by the marriage penalty 
get a break. 

Senator ROTH’s bill, when fully 
phased in, would cost American tax-
payers $40 billion a year, $10 billion 
more than Senator MOYNIHAN’s pro-
posal, but would leave 62 marriage pen-
alties untouched. In addition, an anal-
ysis by the Department of Treasury in-
dicates that only 40 percent of the ben-
efits of this bill would actually reduce 
the marriage penalty. This means that 
60 percent of the benefits are directed 
to other cuts—expensive cuts that do 
nothing to provide senior citizens with 
a prescription drug benefit, nothing to 
improve our children’s education, noth-
ing to help repay our national debt. 

If the Republican bill is enacted, we 
will have made little progress in elimi-
nating the marriage penalty—one 
small step as opposed the giant leap 
that we would get with Senator MOY-
NIHAN’s alternative. I support an end to 
the marriage penalty and I will con-
tinue to work with other Senators to 
pass affordable legislation that is tar-
geted at eliminating all of the mar-
riage penalties in our Tax Code. 
Vermonters and all hard working 
Americans deserve nothing less. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 
marriage tax penalty is an injustice in 
the Federal income Tax Code that re-
sults in a married couple filing a joint 
return paying more in taxes than if the 
same couple were not married and filed 
as individuals. Today, the Senate will 
vote to end this injustice. 

There is no question that the Amer-
ican people, both married and single, 
are troubled and upset by the marriage 
tax penalty, and that they are telling 
Congress and the President to end this 
injustice in the Tax Code. I know every 
one of my 99 colleagues in the Senate 
receives letters like those that arrive 

in my mail every day from Washington 
state—letters urging support for legis-
lation to eliminate the marriage tax 
penalty. 

I will share just one of the hundreds 
and hundreds I have recently received. 
The Gaylord’s of Sumner, Washington 
wrote to me and described how they 
learned of the penalty the Tax Code 
imposed on them for being married 
when preparing their tax filings for 
this year. The letter reads, ‘‘Here is 
what I did to see the penalty: I simply 
clicked on the ‘single’ box on my wife’s 
return (as it is on the computer, it is a 
simple thing to do) and her tax went 
from sending $400 to the IRS, to an in-
stant recalculation of getting $500 
back!’’ Computer tax software made it 
easily and brutally clear to the Gay-
lord’s that they were being punished by 
the Tax Code for being married to each 
other, that they would pay less in taxes 
if they were single. 

Mr. President, the marriage tax pen-
alty is as outrageous as it is indefen-
sible. President Clinton, however, has 
threatened to veto this marriage tax 
penalty legislation. President Clinton 
should reverse his threatened veto, 
sign marriage tax penalty legislation 
into law and bring fairness to the Tax 
Code. No longer should those who fall 
in love and get married be penalized by 
the Tax Code. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I oppose 
the Republican marriage penalty tax 
reform proposal and support the Demo-
cratic alternative for three simple rea-
sons: the Democratic alternative is tar-
geted, provides comprehensive relief, 
and is fiscally responsible, and the Re-
publican plan is not. 

First, the Democratic relief plan is 
targeted: It confers 100% of its benefits 
on couples suffering a marriage pen-
alty—when two individuals pay more 
in income taxes as a married couple, 
filing jointly than they would if they 
remained single. The Republican plan 
confers only 40 percent of its benefits 
to taxpayers who currently suffer a 
penalty. Of the remaining benefits, 37 
percent go to couples currently receiv-
ing a marriage bonus—when two indi-
viduals pay less in income taxes as a 
married couple, filing jointly than they 
would if they remained single. So the 
Republican plan is effectively a singles 
penalty bill. 

Second, the Democratic relief plan is 
comprehensive: There are 65 areas of 
the tax code where a marriage penalty 
occurs—from the standard deduction to 
the earned income tax credit. The 
Democratic plan addresses all of them. 
In fact it completely eliminates the 
penalty—in all its forms—for couples 
earning up to $100,000, 80% of all mar-
ried couples. The Republican plan ad-
dresses only 3 of the 65 places in the 
tax code where the marriage penalty 
occurs—it doesn’t address the other 62. 
So the Republican plan provides inad-
equate, incomplete relief. 

Despite these deficiencies, or per-
haps, because of them, the Republican 
plan carries an enormous, fiscally irre-
sponsible price tag of $40 billion per 
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year when fully in place—compared 
with $29 billion per year for the Demo-
cratic alternative. Allocating so much 
money to an inefficient, poorly tar-
geted tax cut leaves no room for other 
important national priorities and 
threatens the very prosperity that has 
made tax cuts possible. The Demo-
cratic proposal is simply a better value 
for the American taxpayer. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes off the majority leader’s time 
to the Senator from Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, we 
are not talking about a tax cut today. 
We are talking about a tax correction. 
We are talking about 21 million mar-
ried couples in this country having tax 
equity. 

We have heard the arguments: This is 
a tax for the rich. Is a schoolteacher 
who makes $30,000 a year and a police-
man who makes $32,000 a year a couple 
who are rich? That is what the other 
side would have you believe. They 
think this is a tax cut for the rich. 

I ask the question: Does a school-
teacher and a policeman believe the 
Federal Government can decide better 
how they should spend their own 
money than they can decide for them-
selves? That is what it gets down to. 

When I hear the other side saying 
this is going to cost the Government 
too much, I think: Who do they think 
this money belongs to? Do they think 
it belongs to the people who earn it or 
do they think it belongs to people in 
Washington, DC, who have never met 
the families who are paying these 
taxes? I think the money belongs to 
the people who earn it. 

We are looking at a $2 trillion non- 
Social Security surplus. We are talking 
about tax cuts. With the death tax and 
the marriage tax penalty relief that we 
have given in the last week in this Sen-
ate, it would be 10 percent of the pro-
jected non-Social Security surplus—10 
cents on the dollar. 

What are we going to do with this 
money if we don’t let people keep more 
of the money they earn? Are we going 
to dream up new programs that will 
not affect these people? I don’t think 
that is the right approach. 

We are talking about tax relief for 
hard-working American families—peo-
ple who make $30,000 a year or $32,000 a 
year or $35,000 a year—because we be-
lieve marriage should not be a taxable 
event. We believe people should be 
treated the same if they get married. If 
they are two working people who are 
trying to save their money to buy their 
first home, they should have the right 
to do it with their own money, espe-
cially since we are talking about 10 
percent of the non-Social Security sur-
plus. 

We are talking about being good 
stewards of taxpayer dollars today. We 
are talking about letting hard-working 
families keep the money they earn to 
do a little bit better for their children 
or to be able to start a family or buy 
their American dream home. 

That is what we are talking about. 
We believe the family can make the de-
cisions for themselves better than 
someone in Washington. 

Marriage penalty relief is what we 
are talking about. Tax equity is what 
we are talking about. We are talking 
about fairness today for hard-working 
Americans. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to make five points in a 
very short period of time before we 
vote. 

The first goes to the issue raised by 
the distinguished Senator from Dela-
ware and the chairman of the Finance 
Committee, Senator ROTH, having to 
do with the surplus. 

Over the course of the last 6 months 
we have seen the surplus increase—pro-
jected now to be about $2.1 trillion. In 
6 months, we have gone from roughly 
$800 billion in projected surplus to $2.1 
trillion. I will predict that surplus is 
going to change one way or the other 
over the next 6 months, the next 6 
years—for any length of time. In fact, 
I think the surplus projections are the 
fiscal equivalent of the dot-com stock 
market. They will continue to be vola-
tile. We know how volatile they can be. 
We projected deficits as far as the eye 
could see a few years ago. We could see 
those deficits come back completely in 
a very short period of time. We don’t 
know. There will continue to be vola-
tility in predictions of surplus just as 
there has been volatility in the dot- 
com stock market. Let’s keep that in 
mind. 

When you add all the Republican tax 
breaks to date, and add the Bush Social 
Security privatization proposal and it 
comes to $3.4 trillion. That exceeds by 
more than 50 percent the available sur-
plus. 

Last week, we dealt with the estate 
tax. Today, we are dealing with mar-
riage penalties. But when you add all 
of them up, we exceed by more than 50 
percent of the projected surplus. 

They are counting on this surplus 
continuing to go up, No. 1, or they are 
going to do something they say they 
don’t want to do, which is to tap the 
Social Security surplus and the Medi-
care surplus in order to pay for the tax 
cuts in the first place. That is point 
No. 1. 

We don’t have the surplus in the 
bank until it is there. They can project 
all they want to project. But that sur-
plus could be eliminated very quickly. 

The second issue: If you are going to 
say you are going to fix the marriage 
penalty, fix the marriage penalty. 
There are 65 marriage penalties in the 
Tax Code. The Republicans chose to 
deal with three of them. The cost in 
dealing with those three is $248 billion. 
They filed amendments in the Finance 
Committee for an additional $6 billion, 
totaling another $81 billion. I don’t 
know what it would cost if they were 
actually going to fix all 65. We don’t 
know how many hundreds of billions of 

dollars there would be in addition to 
the $248 billion. Keep that in mind. 
This does not fix the marriage penalty. 
Anyone who is voting under that im-
pression ought to recognize that they 
can say what they will but they are 
only fixing 3 of the 65 problems that 
are currently incorporated in the tax 
law. That is the second point. 

This is the third point related to the 
second point. Let’s take this teacher 
and this policeman the distinguished 
Senator from Texas was talking about. 
She mentioned a teacher and a police-
man and having the need to address 
their concern. For this couple who has 
been penalized, let’s assume each of 
them were making $35,000, which in the 
case of a teacher is very difficult to as-
sume. But we will assume that for the 
moment. The husband and wife jointly 
would pay $9,532. If they were able to 
file singly, they would pay $8,407. So 
their actual marriage penalty is $1,125. 

The Republican plan only provides 39 
percent of the relief for that couple 
making $70,000—$443. That is all the re-
lief this Republic plan provides. That is 
another reason the Democrats felt 
compelled to offer our alternative. 

It is no accident that the Democratic 
plan authored by the distinguished 
Senator from New York and the Fi-
nance Committee Democrats provide 
100-percent relief—$1,125 in the case of 
this particular couple making $70,000. 

The fourth point: This bill actually 
creates a new inequity. We call it a sin-
gles penalty. I promise you somebody 
is going to come to the floor saying we 
have to deal with the singles penalty. 

That $70,000 joint income I was talk-
ing about creates a joint tax liability 
of $10,274 under current law. They get 
some tax relief under the GOP plan, 
and end up with a liability of $8,743. 
However, a widow does not get any re-
lief at all. A single widow, a person try-
ing to make ends meet with the same 
kind of income, doesn’t get any kind of 
reduction in her tax liability at all. In 
fact, because they now create a singles 
penalty, that widow will actually pay 
$1,531 in additional taxes over a couple 
getting relief under the marriage pen-
alty. We are inadvertently creating a 
singles penalty in the name of trying 
to address this marriage penalty relief 
under the Republican plan. That is 
something I hope Members will take a 
close look at. 

The fifth point I raise, I heard several 
colleagues discuss the fact this does 
not benefit the wealthy at the expense 
of the rest. According to the Joint Tax 
Committee, it sure does. The Joint Tax 
Committee said a couple making 
$50,000 a year, as a joint couple, the Re-
publican tax bill is going to allow $240 
in relief when paying a marriage pen-
alty with $50,000 worth of income. 
Someone earning $200,000, their benefit 
under the Republican plan is $1,335. 
The Democratic plan is shown in con-
trast. Someone earning $30,000 under 
the Democratic plan receives $4,191 in 
relief. Under the Republican plan, they 
receive $807. 
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When representing the vast majority 

of the American working families in 
that $30,000 to $50,000, why vote for a 
plan that actually reduces their oppor-
tunity to generate meaningful relief by 
giving them $240 in the case of a $50,000 
income earner, and $807 relief for those 
in the $30,000 category? Why vote for 
such a plan? 

It goes to the very point that many 
have made all along, and the distin-
guished Senator from New York has 
made so eloquently. Mr. President, 60 
percent of the benefit in this bill we 
are about to vote on actually goes to 
those who get a marriage bonus; only 
40 percent of that $248 million actually 
goes to those who face a marriage pen-
alty. 

Why give, in the name of marriage 
penalty relief, 60 percent of the benefit 
to those who are actually getting a 
marriage bonus under current law? 
Why exacerbate the inequities in cur-
rent law already? That is what we are 
doing. 

The Democrats have a far better 
plan. This chart shows that better 
plan. The Republicans, as I noted ear-
lier, deal with 3 of the 65 inequities for 
$248 billion, 60 percent of which goes to 
those who get a marriage surplus. The 
Democrats deal with every single in-
equity currently in the code, all 65, and 
in one sentence. 

That is the choice. Do we want to fix 
it or do we want to talk about it? Do 
we want to create new inequities and 
singles penalties, or do we want to deal 
with the problem? Do we want to frit-
ter away $248 billion, thinking we have 
fixed the marriage problem, or do we 
want to deal with the real problem for 
a lot less money? 

The Democratic plan allows married 
couples to file separately or jointly. 
Very simply, taxpayers get a choice. 
Why deny them that choice? We pro-
vide them, for the first time, an oppor-
tunity to do one or the other, in a sin-
gle sentence. 

We eliminate all marriage tax pen-
alties for those making less than 
$100,000. We don’t expand the marriage 
bonus, and we provide fiscally respon-
sible relief. 

You cannot get much better than 
that. I am hopeful my colleagues will 
think very carefully before they vote 
for a plan that does not solve this prob-
lem. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Repub-
lican plan on marriage penalty relief. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROTH. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CRAPO). Is there a sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on the engrossment 

of the amendments and third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read the 
third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVERDELL) 
is absent due to illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 61, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 215 Leg.] 
YEAS—61 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Feinstein 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 

NAYS—38 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Voinovich 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Coverdell 

The bill (H.R. 4810), as amended, was 
passed. 

[The bill was not available for print-
ing. It will appear in a future edition of 
the RECORD.] 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, on rollcall 

vote No. 215, I voted ‘‘nay.’’ It was my 
intention to vote ‘‘yea.’’ Therefore, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to change my vote since it 
would not change the outcome of the 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The foregoing tally has been 
changed to reflect the above order.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate insists 
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House, and the Pre-
siding Officer appoints Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
LOTT, and Mr. MOYNIHAN conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The Senator from New York. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 

take this occasion to thank the persons 
who have supported us and, most par-
ticularly, to thank the minority staff 
of the Finance Committee which pro-
duced what we think to have been a 
fine measure. 

We are, as ever, indebted to our chief 
of staff, Dr. David Podoff, who, in the 

course of these deliberations, had Mar-
shall’s ‘‘Principles of Economics’’ on 
his desk for reference; to our tax team, 
led by Russ Sullivan, Stan Fendley, 
Mitchell Kent, Jerry Pannullo, Cary 
Pugh, John Sparrow, Lee Holtzman, 
Matthew Vogele, and Andy Guglielmi; 
to our health team, Chuck Konigsberg, 
Kyle Kinner, Kirsten Beronio, and 
David Nightingale. 

Also, I extend a very special thank- 
you to Lisa Konwinski from the Budget 
Committee staff who provided extraor-
dinary assistance on the reconciliation 
bill rules and procedures. 

I yield the floor, sir. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 

business before the Senate? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate is currently on S. 2, which is the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may speak out of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

WHAT PRICE LEGACY? 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the peace 

talks that President Clinton has been 
hosting at Camp David between Prime 
Minister Barak of Israel and Chairman 
Arafat of the Palestinian Authority ap-
pear to be reaching their climax. The 
President has made clear from the out-
set that the negotiations would be dif-
ficult, but that it was his hope to 
recreate the spirit of the Camp David 
summit hosted by President Carter 
more than 20 years ago that resulted in 
the historic peace treaty between 
Egypt and Israel. 

The goal of the current discussions is 
no less ambitious than the peace treaty 
between Israel and Egypt that was en-
shrined in the first Camp David ac-
cords. Certainly, a peace agreement be-
tween the Israelis and the Palestinians 
would be a welcome advance in the 
quest for a lasting peace in the Middle 
East. We would all like these discus-
sions to lead to an end to the conflict 
that has caused so much suffering and 
instability in that troubled region. 

Whether such a positive outcome is 
possible is still very much in doubt. 
There is no guarantee of success; in-
deed, many think the chances are dim. 
But when there is a chance for peace, 
the opportunity should be seized. 

That being said, Mr. President, it 
should be made clear what the role and 
responsibility of the United States are 
here. The most important role of the 
United States is our ability to serve as 
the facilitator of these discussions. 
That is due to the nature of our rela-
tions with Israel and the Palestinians, 
and the personalities of the leaders in-
volved at this time in history. 

But providing a forum and encour-
agement for the Israelis and Palestin-
ians to solve their own conflict should 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7110 July 18, 2000 
not be translated into a commitment 
to solve the conflict for them. Sta-
bility in the Middle East, including the 
state of relations between Israel and 
the Palestinians, is a matter of great 
importance to the United States, but it 
is not our conflict. It is theirs. We can 
help them find common ground, but ul-
timately it is their ground to find. 

This distinction is significant in 
light of the potential cost of a peace 
agreement between the Israelis and the 
Palestinians. Figures ranging from $15 
billion to $40 billion have been floated 
in the media over the past several days 
as the possible sums that U.S. tax-
payers will be asked to contribute to a 
peace agreement. If history is any 
guide, this is only the beginning. 

According to the Congressional Re-
search Service, from 1979 through 2000, 
the United States has provided over $68 
billion to Israel, and over $47 billion to 
Egypt to support the Camp David ac-
cords. That amounts to more than $115 
billion in U.S. tax dollars to two coun-
tries alone. Besides that, from 1994 and 
2000, the United States has provided 
$927 million—almost a billion dollars— 
to the Palestinians. 

I wonder how many Americans are 
aware of this. I wonder how many 
Americans knew, at the time of the 
first Camp David summit, that the 
price of an Israeli-Egyptian peace 
agreement would be an open-ended fi-
nancial commitment of U.S. tax dol-
lars exceeding $100 billion. Yet after 
more than 20 years of paying the bills, 
that is indeed the cost. And there is no 
end in sight. 

Mr. President, there has been a lot of 
talk about President Clinton’s legacy 
and Secretary of State Albright’s leg-
acy. I appreciate their zeal to achieve 
historic agreements and to be remem-
bered for their achievements. I recog-
nize that peace between the Israelis 
and the Palestinians would be a crown-
ing achievement. But what legacy at 
what price? Are we going to be told 
somewhere down the line that in order 
for the Israelis and Palestinians to 
agree—and this does not include the 
Syrians—the Administration had to 
promise them billions and billions of 
dollars in U.S. taxpayer aid? Why is it 
the responsibility of the United States 
Congress to pay to implement an 
agreement that we are not a party to, 
and about which we have, so far, re-
ceived no details? 

There is a disturbing tendency on the 
part of the Administration, and it is by 
no means unique to this Administra-
tion, to negotiate agreements and 
make costly financial commitments 
behind closed doors, and then inform 
the Congress, in so-called ‘‘consulta-
tions,’’ after the fact. I fear that is 
what is contemplated again, and I 
think it is wrong. 

If consultations are happening, that 
is news to me. As ranking member of 
the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
I have not been consulted, and perhaps 
for good reasons. I am not aware of any 
other Senator who has been approached 

by any administration official who has 
suggested what the price of imple-
menting a peace agreement might be, 
or why it is the responsibility of the 
American taxpayers to pay that price. 
I say this particularly when it was only 
last year that the Congress provided a 
total of $1.6 billion to Israel and the 
Palestinians to implement the Wye 
River agreement—another deal that 
was made without any prior consulta-
tions, as far as I know, with Congress. 
Again, I fear we are being led down the 
path of ‘‘sign now, pay later’’ without 
even knowing how much we are going 
to be asked to pay later, or why. 

Now, I recognize that the discussions 
underway at Camp David may fail. 
There may be no agreement. That 
would be unfortunate. But whatever 
the outcome, I want to remind the ad-
ministration, and the Israelis and Pal-
estinians, that the negotiations are 
being hosted by the administration, 
not by the Congress, not by the Appro-
priations Committees of the Congress. 
No one should assume that the check is 
in the mail. No one should assume that 
we are going to dig another hole for 
ourselves the way we did the last time 
there was such a negotiation at Camp 
David. 

We all want to see peace in the Mid-
dle East, and if there is a legitimate 
need for funding to implement a peace 
agreement, we can discuss what role 
the United States should play—but not 
after the commitments have already 
been made, not after the ink has al-
ready dried, not if this ancient Senator 
has anything to say about it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island. 
f 

THE PASSING OF SENATOR JOHN 
O. PASTORE 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, Rhode Is-
land and the Nation have lost an ex-
traordinary statesman and patriot, 
Senator John O. Pastore. Senator Pas-
tore passed away Saturday at the age 
of 93. He served in this body from De-
cember 1950 until January 1977. He 
served with distinction, he served with 
integrity, and he served with the ut-
most commitment to helping the peo-
ple of Rhode Island and the people of 
this Nation to achieve the noblest aspi-
rations of this country. He committed 
his life to public service. Senator Pas-
tore was, in turn, a State representa-
tive, an assistant attorney general of 
the State of Rhode Island, a lieutenant 
governor, a Governor, and then, for 
over 26 years, a U.S. Senator. 

He began his life on March 17, 1907, 
on Federal Hill, the Italian American 
community in Rhode Island. It was an 
interesting combination of a young 
Italian American born to immigrant 
parents on St. Patrick’s Day. He would 
never let anyone around forget that he 
was both proudly Italian and fortu-
itously Irish—at least for 1 day of the 
year. He grew up in an immigrant 
household that was experiencing all 

the difficulty and travail of people who 
come to a new land to find themselves 
and make a better life for their chil-
dren. It was not glamorous; it was dif-
ficult. He endured the difficulties with 
the same kind of determination that 
marked his whole life. 

In his own words: 
We lived in the ghetto of Federal Hill. We 

had no running water, no hot water. I used to 
get up in the morning and have to crank the 
stove and go out in the back yard and sift 
out the ashes and come back with a coal that 
I could recoup. I had to chisel ice with an ice 
pick in the sink so that I could wash up in 
the morning. And that was everybody in the 
family. That wasn’t me alone. That was my 
wife’s family. That was everybody’s family. 

The hard, difficult life of a young im-
migrant family in Providence, RI, in 
the early part of the century became 
even more difficult because when Sen-
ator Pastore was 9 years old, his father, 
a tailor, passed away. At the age of 9, 
he became the man of the family. His 
mother went to work as a seamstress 
to support Senator Pastore and four 
other children. She labored all of her 
life to do that. 

Senator Pastore was a bright and 
gifted student. He progressed through 
the Providence public schools and fin-
ished Classical High School, which was 
the preeminent public high school in 
the State of Rhode Island. He did so 
well that he was offered an opportunity 
to attend Harvard College so that he 
could fulfill his dream to become a doc-
tor. He did so well, not only by study-
ing but at the same time supporting 
his family, working in a jewelry fac-
tory in Providence, RI. But the reality 
and the truth was, he was poor, he was 
without a father, and he felt the keen 
obligation to ensure that he protected 
and helped his family. And so he would 
forego that opportunity. He was with-
out the funds. He had to work to sup-
port his brothers and sisters and help 
his mother. It is said—and he has said 
it, in fact—that he wept on the night of 
his graduation, thinking that his great 
talent would never be fully utilized, 
that he would forever be committed to 
a life of perhaps even menial work. But 
he did so willingly and voluntarily be-
cause he, too, wanted to help his moth-
er and his brothers and sisters to make 
it in this great country. 

As we all recognize, all of us who 
have in any way briefly come in con-
tact with Senator John O. Pastore, he 
was a man of extraordinary determina-
tion. He went to work as a clerk at the 
Narragansett Electric Company, and 
during the day he worked hard. But in 
the evening he enrolled at the North-
eastern University Law School exten-
sion, held at the Providence YMCA. 
Those were the days when you could 
become a lawyer without going to col-
lege and then going from college into 
law school. At night, while working 
and supporting his family, he became a 
lawyer. After he became a lawyer, he 
opened up his practice in the basement 
of his family’s home in Providence. 
The clientele did not rush to him, 
frankly, but he also discovered that he 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00028 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7111 July 18, 2000 
had a knack for politics. He ran as a 
State representative in the thirties. He 
was elected twice and, at that point, he 
began to create a name for himself as 
an articulate advocate, someone who 
was a hard-working, determined cham-
pion, not only for his people but for all 
people. 

He was made an assistant attorney 
general for the State, and then he was 
selected to run as lieutenant governor. 
He served as lieutenant governor for 
the State of Rhode Island. And then, 
fortuitously—because the Governor ac-
cepted a position in the Democratic ad-
ministration—he became the first 
Italian American Governor in this 
great country. Then, he moved on to 
the U.S. Senate to become the first 
Italian American Senator in the his-
tory of this country. An extraordinary 
individual. He came here and worked 
on so many different issues. He was the 
chairman of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy at the time when atom-
ic energy was becoming a powerful 
force in all of our lives. 

He committed himself to the peaceful 
use of atomic energy to try to develop 
its potential to help rather than to de-
stroy. He worked ceaselessly to ensure 
that we were controlling atomic energy 
throughout the world. He worked very 
hard on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. 
He worked with many colleagues— 
some colleagues who are here today— 
on that landmark legislation. 

He also served on the Commerce 
Committee where he was the chairman 
of the telecommunications sub-
committee. I daresay many of the fun-
damental foundations and principles 
that have guided this huge explosion of 
telecommunications that have opened 
up the cyberspace of the world began 
years ago under his deliberations on 
that committee. 

Also, in 1974 at the end of his career, 
he was very active in campaign finance 
reform in the wake of the Watergate 
affair. 

Those are accomplishments, but 
what is so compelling and so emblem-
atic of the man is that his whole life 
represented something so fundamen-
tally American. He was modest and 
humble. He seized the opportunity that 
is America—the chance to succeed. 
Then he committed himself in his pub-
lic life, day in and day out, to ensure 
that every American had those types of 
opportunities. 

That is why he and his colleagues in 
the 1960s embraced the idea of pro-
viding educational support to the tal-
ented but poor Americans who could 
get into college but couldn’t afford to 
go to college. That was not some theo-
retical flourish he discovered in a lec-
ture hall at a great university; that 
was from his heart, from having lived 
it, from having seen so many of his 
contemporaries with the talent, the 
skills, and the ambition frustrated and 
thwarted because they didn’t have the 
money to go to college. In so many 
other ways, he tried to ensure that 
‘‘opportunity’’ was the watchword of 
America. 

His greatest contribution perhaps is 
the fact that he lived what we all think 
America should be and is—that some-
one can rise up from an immigrant 
household, from a place where English 
is not the first language, to the highest 
positions in this country through hard 
work, dedication, and commitment. 
That example alone, that inspiration 
alone, is extraordinarily important to 
all of us. 

We in Rhode Island are very lucky 
because we have a chance to see our 
public officials close up. All of us have 
stories about our leaders. In Rhode Is-
land, Senator Pastore was no excep-
tion. We all understood early on that 
he was one of the most extraordinary 
debaters and oral advocates this body 
has seen in a very long time. 

In 1964, President Johnson asked Sen-
ator Pastore to be the keynote speaker 
at the Democratic National Conven-
tion. I was 14 years old then. I, as every 
other Rhode Islander, was crowded 
around the television set on a hot sum-
mer’s night waiting for our Senator to 
speak to the Nation. He spoke in his 
typical powerful and forceful way. He 
spoke about justice and opportunity. 
He spoke about the Democratic Party, 
and he spoke about our commitment to 
help everyone. He spoke with both pas-
sion and precision. He moved that con-
vention, and he moved the Nation. We 
will never forget those words. 

Also, again because of the proximity 
of everyone to everyone else in Rhode 
Island, I had the chance to see him 
when I was a younger person in my 
early teens because my parents would 
summer down at Narragansett, RI, and 
his family would summer there also. It 
was a very modest summer resort. My 
father was a school custodian. So this 
was not exactly the Riviera. But he 
was there because that is where the 
people were. That is where he went for 
his summer vacation. 

I can remember going to mass on a 
hot summer’s day. We were all lucky 
just to be in long pants because it was 
summertime. However, he would be 
there in his suit and tie looking every 
inch the sartorial master that he was, 
with a bearing and a dignity that was 
beyond senatorial, it was regal, but 
also with a kindness and a humility 
that came through equally well. 

Finally, with a great deal of appre-
ciation and gratitude, Senator Pastore 
was the individual who appointed me 
to the military academy at West Point. 
He gave me the greatest opportunity of 
my life. He did it in a nonpartisan, 
nonpolitical way. I had never really 
met the Senator. I had asked for the 
appointment. I sent him a letter. He 
had his staff direct me to take a test. 
I took a test. I took a physical. I took 
a physical aptitude test. I still remem-
ber the moment when his executive as-
sistant called me and told me I was 
going to West Point. 

In my office in Washington I have 
both his picture and the letter he sent 
me on that day. In my office in Rhode 
Island I have his picture and the tele-

gram he sent to follow up. He gave me 
a great opportunity. I like to think 
that the good things I have done in a 
way have been a response to that con-
fidence he showed in me as a very 
young man. 

He also was someone who had a great 
sense of humor about himself and 
about many things. He once quipped 
that he was very grateful his parents 
named him John O. Pastore rather 
than Giovanni Orlando Pastore because 
in the latter case his initials would 
have been ‘‘GOP,’’ which is something 
he would have been hard pressed to 
deal with because of his very strong 
Democratic life and career. 

I can remember also that Senator 
Mansfield spoke to me one time. He 
said: You know, every St. Patrick’s 
Day, Senator Pastore insisted that he 
be the President pro tempore. It was 
his birthday. He wanted to preside. He 
also reminded everyone that his name 
was really John O. Pastore with the ac-
cent one would have if one were John 
O’Rourke, or John O’Neill, or John 
O’Donnell. 

He was an extraordinary man. He 
graced us with a life of service. He 
graced us with a life that is an example 
to all of us. He has honored us by doing 
his best every day, by taking his work 
much more seriously than himself, and 
by doing this great work and then 
quietly and gracefully returning home, 
back to Rhode Island, to his beloved 
wife and his family—to his simple life 
with the people he respected and ad-
mired. He is beloved in my State of 
Rhode Island. He is well deserving of 
that great love. 

To his wife, Mrs. Pastore, to his son 
John, to his daughters Francesca and 
Louise, to his sisters Elena and 
Michelina, our sincere condolences. 
But today we not only commemorate 
his passing but we celebrate his great 
life. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, for the 
information of Senators, as I under-
stand it, the leader has announced that 
we would go next to the Agriculture 
appropriations bill. I further under-
stand that leadership is discussing an 
agreement under which we will proceed 
to consider that bill. 

Pending the completion of that dis-
cussion, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate now go into a period of 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak therein for up to 15 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Pursuant to that re-
quest, I ask unanimous consent to 
speak for 10 minutes in morning busi-
ness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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FEDERAL SURPLUS 

Mr. DURBIN. The United States has 
changed a lot in the last 71⁄2 years. Mr. 
President, 71⁄2 years ago we were deep 
into deficits. We were spending more 
each year than we collected in taxes. 
We were running up the largest na-
tional debt in the history of the United 
States. We have $6 trillion in debt to 
show for that experience. 

Many people have lost faith in the 
ability of this institution to correct 
this problem and to respond to what 
was truly a national crisis. In fact, 
some went so far as to suggest we 
should amend the Constitution of the 
United States to pass what was known 
as the balanced budget amendment. 

On the floor today with me is Sen-
ator ROBERT BYRD of West Virginia, ac-
knowledged to be probably the most 
gifted Senator when it comes to the 
rules of this body and knowledge of the 
Constitution. He fought a battle, some-
times lonely but ultimately successful, 
in stopping Members from amending 
the Constitution and giving power to 
the Federal courts to tell the Congress 
to stop spending. Some in this body 
thought that was the only way we 
could stop the red ink cascading over 
the Treasury in Washington, DC. Sen-
ator BYRD prevailed. The amendment 
was defeated. 

Amazingly, we stand today in this 
Senate, in this Capitol, in Washington, 
DC, with a complete change of events. 
We are no longer talking about the 
yearly deficits. We are talking about 
the yearly surpluses, the fact that the 
economy is so strong, so many people 
are working, so many people are earn-
ing a good income, businesses are suc-
cessful, people are building homes, 
America is on the move. For 71⁄2 years 
or more now, we have seen that pros-
perity not only lift the boats of the 
American people but also bring a new 
opportunity in Congress. For the first 
time in many years, we can honestly 
sit back and discuss and debate what to 
do with the surplus in the Treasury. 

I think many Democrats share the 
feeling that we should be conservative 
in our approach with this surplus. I am 
not sure what tomorrow, next year, 3 
years, or 5 years down the line will 
bring. I think the decisions we should 
make as to this surplus should be 
thoughtful. First and foremost, let’s 
retire our national debt, the $6 trillion 
debt. We collect $1 billion a day in 
taxes from Americans, businesses, fam-
ilies, and individuals to pay interest on 
our old national debt. It is as if to say 
to our children, we are going to leave 
you the mortgage on the home we en-
joyed our entire lives. 

I agree with President Clinton and 
most Democrats; our first priority 
should be reduce the publicly held na-
tional debt to zero. We can do it. We 
can do it in a short period of time. It 
will call for some discipline and some 
honest dialog with the American peo-
ple. We can take the money from our 
surplus, pay down the debt in Social 
Security, pay down the debt in Medi-

care, strengthen those two very impor-
tant programs, and bring down our na-
tional debt. That is our policy on the 
Democratic side of the aisle. That, we 
think, should be the first step that we 
make, the most important, the most 
conservative, the most disciplined. 

The Republican side sees things quite 
differently. They believe if we are 
going to have a surplus, the first and 
most important thing we should do 
with that surplus is to give tax cuts. 
There isn’t a politician alive who 
wouldn’t like to address a crowd in his 
hometown and announce a tax cut. 
There is just no more popular set of 
words we can use in this business than: 
I’m going to cut your taxes. Is it the 
right thing to do? Is it the responsible 
thing to do? 

Equally important, if we are to give 
tax cuts, who should be the bene-
ficiaries? If we are going to have a sur-
plus for the first time virtually in mod-
ern memory, what are we going to do 
with that surplus? Who will benefit 
from that surplus? 

Over the last week and a half, we 
have heard the Republican answer to 
those questions. They have suggested if 
we have a surplus in America, if times 
are good and we can help somebody in 
America, the very first people in line 
for help should be the wealthiest in 
America. Now, is that the conclusion 
most American families would reach? I 
don’t think so. 

If you take a look at the proposal of 
the Republicans to eliminate the estate 
tax, and the bill that just passed to 
eliminate the so-called marriage pen-
alty, you can see who the winners are. 
This chart I am presenting shows the 
Republican tax plan, their spending of 
our surplus. Almost half of our surplus 
is going to benefit the wealthiest peo-
ple in America. The biggest winners? 
Mr. President, 43 percent of the total 
tax cut proposed by the Republicans 
goes to people making over $319,000 a 
year. They get 43 percent of the tax 
breaks. It means for them, on average, 
an annual tax cut of $23,000. That is al-
most $2,000 a month. 

The Republicans believe in good 
times, after we have been through all 
this pain, and we now have a surplus, 
the first group who deserves a break, 
the first group to deserve a benefit is 
the wealthiest people in America, those 
making over $319,000 a year. 

What about those on the other end? 
What about the people who get up and 
go to work every single day and may 
make a minimum wage or a little bet-
ter than that? How will they fare under 
the Republican proposal? How were 
they considered when the Republicans 
sat down and said where our priorities 
will be, here are the people we will 
help. The lowest 20 percent of wage 
earners in America, those making less 
than $13,600 a year, get less than 1 per-
cent of the Republican tax cut. It is 
worth $24 a year to them, $2 a month. 
The Republicans didn’t forget them, 
they will send them $2 a month. For 
the wealthiest, it is almost $2,000 a 
month. 

The next group, those making up to 
$24,400, see about $82 a year from the 
Republican tax cuts. That comes to $7 
a month. Think about that for a sec-
ond. If we are going to help the people 
in America who need help the most, 
shouldn’t we be rewarding hard-work-
ing families who get up and go to work 
every single day, play by the rules, try 
to buy a home, try to build a commu-
nity, try to provide for their children 
and their future or should we take this 
surplus and give it, first, to those who 
are making over $300,000 a year? 

Some people say that being in Con-
gress is about a question of being ‘‘in 
touch’’ or ‘‘out of touch.’’ The Repub-
lican tax plan is in touch with the 
wealthiest people. It is out of touch 
with regular families. 

The Democratic side believes after 
bringing down the national debt, we 
should target tax cuts to help these 
working families who have been vir-
tually ignored by the Republicans in 
their tax benefits. 

On the floor of the Senate, we offered 
an amendment to say every family in 
America, every single family, can de-
duct every year $12,000 in college edu-
cation expenses. I have seen a lot of 
families with new babies. Everybody is 
happy to see the child arrive. After a 
few minutes, people turn and say: What 
a cute little boy. How in the world are 
we ever going to pay for his college in 
18 years? People know that cost is 
going up. The average family knows 
how tough it is to pay it. 

We say on this side, you deserve a 
helping hand to help your son or 
daughter be the absolute best they can 
be. We offered an amendment. Instead 
of the Republican plan for the wealthi-
est, we said let the people of America 
deduct $12,000 a year in college edu-
cation expenses from their taxes. It is 
a deduction which would mean, for 
some families, as much as $3,000, and a 
helping hand to pay for tuition. Re-
jected, rejected on the floor of the Sen-
ate last week. They don’t want that 
kind of tax cut. They want the kind of 
tax cut that gives $23,000 a year to the 
wealthiest people in America but would 
not give to average families, worried 
about their kids going to good schools 
and having a bright future, a helping 
hand. 

We also considered a prescription 
drug benefit. I think everybody knows 
what that is about. Your parent and 
your grandparents, on Medicare, are 
struggling to pay for their prescription 
drugs. On the Democratic side, we 
think there should be a program under 
Medicare to make sure the elderly have 
a chance to fill those prescriptions, 
stay healthy, stay strong, stay inde-
pendent. We have been fighting for 
that. We offered it as an alternative. 
Instead of giving money to the wealthi-
est in this country, why don’t you help 
those under Medicare, give them a 
helping hand in paying for some of the 
drugs? Rejected. The Republicans had a 
chance to vote for that tax benefit and 
rejected it on the floor of the Senate. 
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Having been across the State of Illi-

nois, with public hearings on prescrip-
tion drug benefits, the stories will 
break your heart. Men and women 
coming to those hearings get their pre-
scription from the doctor. They go to 
the pharmacy, and before they ask 
them to fill it they ask how much will 
it cost. If it is too much, they either 
don’t fill it or take half the prescrip-
tion many times, depriving themselves 
of the basics of life so they can have 
prescription drugs. 

That was the choice: To give to peo-
ple earning over $300,000 a year in in-
come a tax break of $23,000 or to give to 
seniors and the disabled a chance to 
pay for the prescription drugs. These 
are the values we tested on the floor of 
the Senate, and Republicans rejected 
the idea of a prescription drug benefit 
proposed by the Democrats. 

On child care, do you know a working 
family with small children? Unless 
they have someone in the family they 
can count on, who doesn’t worry about 
safe, quality child care for the kids? I 
think about it as a grandfather. I have 
a little 4-year-old grandson, and it fi-
nally dawned on me when my daughter 
told me she was looking for day care, 
somebody was going to have my little 
Alex for 8 hours a day. I said, ‘‘Who are 
these people? I want to know who they 
are if they are going to have my grand-
son.’’ 

Every mother and father asks that 
same question, and they struggle to 
come up with the money to pay for 
good child care to guard each day the 
most precious thing in their lives, and 
Senator DODD said, can’t we give a tax 
break to working families to help them 
pay for child care? Wouldn’t that be 
something good for America, so the 
kids are in good, safe hands during the 
course of the day so working families 
have that peace of mind? Rejected by 
the Republicans in the Senate. No, sir, 
we are not going to give a child care 
tax break for working families. We are 
going to give to the wealthiest in 
America $23,000 a year in tax cuts. 

When it comes to putting people in 
the front of the line for help from this 
Government, the Republican leadership 
has said time and again: We are not 
there helping working families pay for 
college education. We are not there 
helping working families pay for child 
care. We are not there for prescription 
drug benefits. We are there for changes 
in the Tax Code that literally help the 
wealthiest people in America. 

Another challenge many of us face is 
the whole question of taking care of 
aging parents. If you are a baby boom-
er, you probably know what I am talk-
ing about. Your parents, now, who 
want to live as long as they possibly 
can as independently as they can, basi-
cally come to you at some point and 
say, ‘‘We are going to need a hand.’’ 
People make sacrifices for their par-
ents in those circumstances. We think 
the Tax Code should recognize that, 
and reward that as well, and give to 
families who are struggling to take 

care of their aging parents and those 
with serious illness a helping hand. 
That is another idea for a tax cut that 
helps real American families, another 
idea rejected by the Republican leader-
ship in the Senate. No, these people are 
not on their radar screen. First and 
foremost, the tax break suggested by 
the Republicans has to go to the very 
wealthiest among us. 

So half the surplus we are now gener-
ating and hope to see in the next 10 or 
20 years is not going to the working 
families of America. It is going to 
those who already are well off, those 
who are doing well, those who, frankly, 
don’t need a helping hand. 

Imagine, if you will, if you are mak-
ing $300,000 a year, what an extra $2,000 
a month means to you. What are you 
going to do with it? Surely you will 
find something to do with it. But could 
it possibly be as valuable as providing 
what a family needs to help pay for a 
college education expenses? Prescrip-
tion drugs? Day care? Taking care of 
an aging parent? That is the battle 
that is underway. 

President Clinton said he is going to 
veto these bills, and he should, because 
he was elected by people across Amer-
ica, 98 percent of whom will see no ben-
efit whatsoever from these bills. Let us 
at least start listening to families 
across America when it comes to our 
tax policy. Let us sit down and correct 
the inequities in the Tax Code. But 
also let us decide who is most deserv-
ing of our tax assistance. I do not be-
lieve it is people making over $300,000 a 
year. They are doing quite fine by 
themselves. Let’s be sensitive, though, 
to those families struggling every day 
to realize the American dream and to 
have opportunity. 

When you take a look at this Nation 
we live in, it is the greatest on Earth. 
God blessed each one of us who had a 
chance to call this home. But we have 
an obligation to people who live in this 
country to make sure they have a 
chance for opportunity, too. You heard 
the wonderful story Senator JACK REED 
of Rhode Island told about John O. 
Pastore, one of the giants in the his-
tory of the Senate. A son of immi-
grants, he rose to serve in this Cham-
ber and be an ideal and to serve as a 
model for so many people and so many 
generations. 

There are many others like John 
Pastore out there who need their 
chance to prove themselves in Amer-
ica. They are not worried about estate 
taxes paid by fewer than 2 percent of 
the American people. They are folks 
who are worried about making sure 
they have a safe, healthy home, mak-
ing sure they have health care, have 
college education expenses taken care 
of. Those people have been forgotten in 
the debate over the last 2 weeks. It is 
up to President Clinton to remind us of 
our priorities. It is up to him to lead 
us, now, into meaningful tax relief tar-
geted to help families who really need 
it. 

When it comes to prescription drug 
benefits, I do not think there is a more 

important issue we can consider during 
the course of this remaining congres-
sional session. Prescription drug ex-
penditures have been growing at dou-
ble-digit rates for almost every year 
since 1980, and the drugs that seniors 
need the most have increased at four 
times the rate of inflation. The average 
prescription drug cost for Medicare 
beneficiaries will reach $1,100 per year 
this year. 

The Republicans have proposed, in a 
manner to try to deal with this, the 
suggestion that we should turn to the 
health insurance companies to let 
them take care of prescription drugs. 
Pardon me, we have seen what those 
same managed care companies and 
health insurance companies do to fami-
lies when the families really need help. 
They turn them down when they need 
medical care. They let decisions be 
made by insurance clerks rather than 
doctors. They force people to go to 
court to sue for basic health care. That 
is the same group to whom Republicans 
would turn over the prescription drug 
benefit. That will never work. It is best 
for us to put together a plan that is 
guaranteed and universal and under 
Medicare that we can count on. 

It is also important we have the le-
verage and the power to make sure we 
can negotiate for reasonable drug 
prices. It is just inconceivable to me 
that some of the same drugs we ap-
prove in the United States, some of 
which we spent taxpayers’ dollars to 
research and develop, end up being sold 
in Canada for a fraction of the cost. 
Americans are now getting in buses 
and driving over the Canadian border 
to buy their drugs, fill their prescrip-
tions for prescription drugs made by 
American drug companies at tax-
payers’ expense because they have to 
pay three and four times as much in 
the United States as they would in 
Canada. That is disgraceful. If this 
Congress does not address it with not 
only a prescription drug benefit but 
also some effort to have reasonable 
control of price increases, we are not 
listening to the people we were sent 
here to represent. 

We can talk about estate taxes. We 
can talk about people making over 
$300,000 a year. But we have lost touch 
with reality and we have lost touch 
with America if we do not understand 
the cost of prescription drugs is some-
thing that haunts literally millions of 
Americans every single day. That is 
something we can and must do some-
thing about in the immediate future. 

We have to bring Medicare in line 
with reality. The reality is that pre-
scription drugs can keep you out of the 
hospital, keep you home and healthy, 
keep you independent and strong. 
When Medicare was created, there was 
no prescription drug benefit. Forty 
years ago, there were not that many 
drugs around, for that matter. But the 
world has changed. You would not buy 
a health insurance policy today that 
did not have some prescription drug 
benefit in it. Today, the most vulner-
able people in America are seniors and 
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disabled under Medicare who virtually 
have no prescription drug protection 
whatsoever. 

We want to change that. We, on the 
Democratic side, believe if we do noth-
ing else this year, we should enact a 
prescription drug benefit. We can then 
say to our parents and grandparents 
and the elderly we love in this country: 
We have heard your message. Again, I 
say while we should have been debating 
that, we were debating an estate tax 
change that ends up giving almost 
$23,000 a year to some of the wealthiest 
people in America. 

Look at how this works out in terms 
of the different income groups and how 
much they receive. As I mentioned, the 
lowest 20 percent of wage earners in 
America, under the Republican plan, 
get $2 a month. What can you buy with 
that nowadays? Maybe a coke at 
McDonald’s, I guess. Then up here at 
the highest level, those making over 
$300,000 a year, $23,000 in breaks on the 
Republican tax plan. Again, the in-
equity is so obvious—the fact that the 
people who are struggling the hardest, 
working the hardest, doing the most to 
make America strong, are the people 
who are being ignored by the Repub-
lican tax relief. 

This is not the first time that has oc-
curred. Take a look at some of these 
charts involving Republican tax cuts 
from years gone by. You will see every 
single time the Republicans have had a 
chance—in August of 1999; in May of 
2000, the House minimum wage pro-
posal; in March of 2000, and the Repub-
lican Congress estate tax repeal—at 
least 41 percent of all the tax benefits 
went to the very richest, the top 1 per-
cent in America. 

When it came to the minimum wage, 
the same thing was true. Think about 
that minimum wage for a second. How 
long could you survive on $5.15 an hour 
on a job? Well, 350,000 people in my 
home State of Illinois got up this 
morning and went to work, and they 
are being paid today $5.15 an hour. 
These are not lazy people. These are 
some of the hardest working people in 
my State. These are people cleaning 
the tables, making the beds, doing the 
laundry, doing the dry cleaning, watch-
ing our children in day care, and these 
people are being paid $5.15 an hour. 

We have tried, with Senator KEN-
NEDY, for over 2 years to increase the 
minimum wage in this country, and we 
have been told America just cannot af-
ford it. We cannot afford to give people 
who go to work every single day a liv-
able, decent wage of $6.15. That is hard-
ly a great sum of money, but at least it 
tries to keep up with the cost of living. 

The same Congress and the same 
leadership that has rejected a 50-cent- 
an-hour wage increase for some of the 
hardest working people in America 
wants to turn around and give a tax 
break of $23,000 a year to those making 
over $300,000. 

Doesn’t it strike you as odd that they 
are willing to give a tax break to folks 
making over $300,000 a year, which is 

the equivalent of more than twice the 
income of a person earning the min-
imum wage? Where is the sensitivity to 
America? I can’t understand how the 
Republicans can feel the ‘‘pain’’ of the 
wealthy but can’t feel the pain of those 
who are working hard every single day 
to try to make a living and to try to 
make America better. 

Again and again, given the chance to 
come up with the Republican tax cuts, 
we find that the richest in America are 
the ones who profit. We just ended up 
passing the so-called marriage penalty 
tax cut and exactly the same rules 
apply. Who are the people who will ben-
efit from this? Under the Republican 
plan, this so-called marriage penalty 
turns out to be a marriage bonus. 

The idea, of course, behind it is if two 
individuals are earning a certain in-
come and decide to get married and 
they combine their income on a joint 
return, many times they find them-
selves moving up to a higher income 
tax bracket. That is wrong. We should 
change it. The Democrats support that 
change and that reform. 

The Republicans say that is not 
enough. They say: For those who hap-
pen to get married—and one is working 
and one isn’t—we want to lower the tax 
rate in their situation, even though 
there is no tax penalty. You end up giv-
ing a break where, frankly, it is not 
needed. So the tax break goes to whose 
who are not being penalized. 

When you look at the ultimate ben-
efit of it, you see, once again, the top 
20 percent of earners in America are 
the ones who benefit the most from the 
Republican plan. And 25.7 percent of all 
the benefits under this plan go to the 
richest 5 percent in the country, and 78 
percent of it goes to the richest 20 per-
cent in the country. 

Again and again, given a chance to 
help working families and young mar-
ried people who are struggling to get a 
start in life, the Republicans have said, 
no. They say the first people to help 
are the richest people in our society. 
That, to me, does not make sense. 

What we have suggested, under the 
marriage penalty, is that we should 
have a simple, straightforward plan. 
We should define the marriage penalty 
as when a married couple pays more as 
a married couple than they would as 
two singles. Very simple. We say let 
married couples earning below $100,000 
have a choice in filing. They can file as 
two singles or as a couple. The proposal 
could not be more simple. 

The Democratic alternative com-
pletely eliminates each and every one 
of the 65 marriage penalties in the Tax 
Code for taxpayers making $100,000 a 
year or less. It reduces the marriage 
penalty for taxpayers making between 
$100,000 and $150,000. I think it is real-
istic, generous, and makes a lot of 
sense. I supported that, but that is not 
what passed the Senate a few minutes 
ago. 

What passed is a benefit that will, 
frankly, go to the wealthiest people in 
this country. Again and again, we for-

get those who are making America 
great, working every single day. We 
forget those who need help in paying 
college education expenses. 

We forget those who, frankly, have to 
make a tough decision at some point in 
the life of their son or daughter: Where 
are they going to go to college? Every 
parent dreams of their son or daughter 
getting into the very best school, and 
then they try to think of how they are 
going to pay for it. Many times they 
can’t; they are unable to pay for it. 
They have to have that sad meeting in 
their household where they discuss it 
and say: Maybe you will have to stay 
home for a year. Maybe you will go to 
a school closer to home for a couple 
years, and then maybe, just maybe, if 
we save enough, you will get your 
chance to realize your dream and go to 
the very best school where you have 
been accepted. 

That is a sad situation for a lot of 
families, but it is a real situation. We 
know what has happened to college 
education expenses. Anybody you talk 
to can tell you that particularly pri-
vate schools but many public edu-
cational institutions have seen their 
costs increase dramatically. Families 
struggle with paying for that. 

We came up with a suggestion on the 
floor of a tax deduction to help fami-
lies pay for college education expenses. 
Rejected by the Republican majority, 
their belief was, if we are going to give 
tax relief, let’s give it to the folks who 
are making over $300,000 a year. 

Prescription drugs, college education 
expenses, child care, helping to pay for 
your aging parents, that is my top list 
when it comes to tax relief in this 
country. But, sadly, with the Repub-
lican majority in control of the Con-
gress now, that will not be the list that 
is listened to or followed when you talk 
about tax relief. 

In just a few weeks, the major polit-
ical parties will go through the quad-
rennial exercise of heading off for their 
national conventions—the Republicans 
to Philadelphia, the Democrats to Los 
Angeles. Of course, there will be a lot 
of speeches. The networks have decided 
it is not worth listening to, and they 
are going to tune us out most of the 
time. But you will read about it and 
probably catch some items in the news. 
You will hear a lot of claims being 
made. 

You can count on the message com-
ing out of Philadelphia—the Repub-
lican Convention—where they will say: 
President Clinton had a chance to cut 
your taxes, and he didn’t do it. He ve-
toed the bills that the Republicans 
passed in the Congress. 

A lot of people back home might say: 
That is a shame because I need a tax 
cut. 

But for 98 percent of the American 
families listening to those shows, guess 
what, you were not protected or im-
proved in any way by those tax cuts. 
They go to the top 2 percent of the 
American people. Those are the ones, 
the biggest wage earners in America, 
who will benefit. 
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Of course, at the Democratic Conven-

tion, you will hear us talk about issues 
that this Congress has refused to even 
consider—the prescription drug benefit, 
an increase in the minimum wage, and 
gun safety legislation. Think about 
that. Of course, if you turn on the tele-
vision in the morning or pick up a 
newspaper, you hear of another inci-
dent of a child shooting up a school. 
And you think to yourself: What is 
America coming to that this can hap-
pen, in what is supposed to be one of 
the safest places in our country, that 
kids can take guns to school? 

We were paralyzed a year ago—a lit-
tle over a year ago now—at the tragedy 
at Columbine High School in Littleton, 
CO. To think that 12 kids could be 
killed, and so many others terrorized 
by those who would come upon these 
weapons and take them to school and 
open fire. 

Every mother and father, and every 
schoolteacher and administrator, and 
many students across America said: 
What are we going to do to protect our-
selves? They turned to Congress be-
cause we are representing these people 
and their families and said: Can you do 
something? 

We came up with gun safety legisla-
tion. Let me tell you what it proposed. 
It wouldn’t end gun violence in Amer-
ica, but it was an effort to try to keep 
guns out of the hands of criminals and 
children. We said: If you are going to 
buy a gun from a gun dealer in Amer-
ica, we are going to check on who you 
are. We want to know something about 
your background. It is the Brady law. 
We stopped a half a million people from 
buying guns who should not have 
bought them because they were too 
young, they had a criminal history or a 
history of mental illness. That law has 
worked. 

But the same people could have 
turned around and gone to a gun show 
at the local armory and bought the 
same guns without any background 
check. Those are the guns that we are 
finding more and more popping up in 
high schools and schools across Amer-
ica, guns purchased at gun shows, by 
those who were ineligible or question-
able. They turn around and sell them. 
Kids get their hands on them. So we 
enacted legislation that said: We will 
do a background check at gun shows, 
too, to try to keep guns out of the 
hands of criminals and children and 
those who would misuse them. 

That bill passed. It was a tie vote, 49– 
49, when Vice President GORE came and 
cast the tiebreaking vote. That was 
over a year ago. Nothing has happened 
to that bill since. It went over to the 
House of Representatives, and the gun 
lobby ripped it to shreds. They sent it 
to a conference committee, where it 
has been sitting moribund for literally 
a year, while gun violence continues in 
America and claims the lives of 12 or 13 
of our children every single day. 

One of the other provisions in that 
bill came from Senator KOHL of Wis-
consin. He said: When you sell a hand-

gun in America, it should have a child 
safety device or a trigger lock on it so 
kids can’t get their hands on them and 
hurt themselves or their playmates or 
their classmates. That was part of the 
bill that we passed out of here. That 
was stopped by the gun lobby, as well. 

When you think about it, many par-
ents who decide not to have a firearm 
in their homes because they have small 
children never know, when their son or 
daughter goes to play next door, what 
the circumstances might be—whether 
those same kids are going to be vulner-
able to some child finding a gun in a 
drawer or up on a shelf, play with it, 
and kill their playmate. You read 
about it almost every single day. 

So this commonsense idea that we 
will have child safety devices or trigger 
locks on handguns in America was in 
the bill we sent over to the House. It 
was stopped cold—stopped dead in its 
tracks—by the gun lobby. They said: 
We have just gone too far. It is just too 
radical a suggestion that we would sell 
child safety devices with handguns. 

The third provision was from the 
Senator from California, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, who said: It is against the law to 
manufacturer and sell high-capacity 
ammo clips in the United States, but 
there is a loophole. You can import 
them from overseas. And it is pretty 
simple to do. 

She put into law the provision that 
you won’t be able to buy high-capacity 
ammo clips that hold up to 100 car-
tridges and bullets. You have to ask 
yourself: What sportsman or hunter 
needs 100 cartridges or bullets? I be-
lieve if you need a high-capacity ammo 
clip and a semiassault weapon to go 
and shoot a deer, perhaps you ought to 
stick to fishing. 

In many instances in America, the 
people who are buying these high-ca-
pacity ammo clips are turning around 
and using them for these gang banger 
activities and drive-by shootings that 
you read about, sadly, here in Wash-
ington, DC, and Chicago and cities 
across America. 

That was the third provision in the 
gun safety bill. That was the third pro-
vision that the National Rifle Associa-
tion said was unacceptable: We cannot 
restrict the right of American hunters 
and sportsmen to have high-capacity 
ammo clips that hold over 100 car-
tridges. 

To my way of thinking, common 
sense requires us to say to people who 
want to exercise their right to legally 
and safely use a firearm that they, too, 
have to face some restriction on their 
activity. Those who have visited Wash-
ington, DC, as tourists may have gone 
through an airport and through a 
metal detector. It is an inconvenience 
we accept because we want to be safe 
when we get on that airplane. To ask 
that those who own firearms face simi-
lar inconveniences is not unreasonable, 
unless you happen to be the National 
Rifle Association. They think it is un-
reasonable to impose any restrictions 
whatsoever. 

As a result, sadly, every morning in 
America, when you pick up the paper, 
you see instances where children are 
being killed, instances where kids are 
taking guns to school, instances where 
with some foresight and some political 
courage, this Congress might have been 
able to do something. We have not. 

This has been a do-nothing-for-the- 
people Congress, as Vice President 
GORE has said. It has failed to take 
into consideration what the average 
working family in this country expects 
of us, not only to balance the books 
but to balance our priorities, to make 
sure the people who prosper because of 
our judgments and our decisions and 
our legislative leadership are the fami-
lies across America. 

I think also of the uninsured in this 
country. To think that in this time of 
prosperity in America, after the long-
est run of economic progress in the his-
tory of the United States, at a time 
when we are envisioning surpluses that 
have never been seen in our history, 
that we still live in a country with 40 
million people who are uninsured. I of-
fered an amendment to my friends in 
the Senate that said we ought to give a 
tax credit to small businesses to help 
pay for health insurance for their em-
ployees. These are the businesses that 
pay the highest health insurance pre-
miums to protect the family who owns 
the business as well as their employees. 
These are the employees working for 
small businesses who make the lowest 
incomes. Not surprisingly, they turn 
out to be the largest source of unin-
sured people in this country, those 
workers and their children. 

What I propose, as part of our tax 
package on the Democratic side, is to 
say to small businesses: We will give 
you a helping hand. We will give you a 
tax credit so that you can offer health 
insurance to your employees. It strikes 
me as one of the basics we should con-
sider. 

Just a few years ago, we initiated a 
nationwide plan to help the States pay 
for covering the children of working 
parents with health insurance. It is 
called the CHIP program. It is working 
well in my State of Illinois and across 
the Nation. Congress is trying to plug 
the holes of 40 million uninsured people 
in America. 

We had a hearing the other day that 
would have broken many hearts. The 
mothers and fathers of very disabled 
children came to tell us about their 
plight. They depend on SSI, a program 
under Social Security and Medicaid, to 
provide for kids who are profoundly re-
tarded or disabled. They find, sadly, 
they earn too much money. We heard 
from a woman who talked about a situ-
ation where her State came to her and 
said: You can no longer provide for 
your child with your income; you just 
don’t have enough money. We want you 
to turn your child over to be a ward of 
the State. 

Imagine, in America, in the country 
in which we live, parents who are 
struggling to raise disabled children 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7116 July 18, 2000 
are told that the only answer is to turn 
their child over to become a ward of 
the State. That was what she faced. 
Her health insurance did not cover her 
needs. 

Then there was a sergeant in the Air 
Force who came to see us with his love-
ly little 9-year-old daughter, Lauren, 
who has some serious medical difficul-
ties. This is a man who has given most 
of his adult life to his country in the 
Air Force. He was recently given a pro-
motion to E–6, where he would make 
$200 more a month. With that $200 more 
a month, he was disqualified from re-
ceiving Medicaid and SSI. He said it 
would cost him over $500 a month to 
take care of his little daughter. So as 
he gets a tiny increase in pay of $200 a 
month, he sees that $500 of medical 
bills fall on his shoulders. 

These are people in America without 
health insurance. These are people who 
I think about when I think about the 
surplus that we are experiencing. What 
are we going to do with this to extend 
health insurance coverage to more and 
more Americans so it is no longer a 
question that parents ask their eman-
cipated kids, as I have asked my 
daughter, Jennifer: Do you have health 
insurance now? She is a student who 
works from time to time, does her very 
best, but I worry about it as a father. 
I shouldn’t have to. No one should have 
to in this country. Health insurance 
ought to be a given in America—not 
the fanciest and most expensive policy 
but a basic policy. 

Is Congress debating that? Is Con-
gress even thinking about it? Is Con-
gress sensitive to it? No. We are debat-
ing tax breaks for people making over 
$300,000 a year. That is our priority. 
The priority is not the parents of the 
handicapped children, the children of 
America who are uninsured, the 40 mil-
lion uninsured Americans in general. 
That is where we lost sight of the true 
reality of the challenges facing Amer-
ican families. 

The choices on the floor of the Sen-
ate are clear, and the choices for the 
American people in the election will be 
clear in terms of the values that should 
be represented when we decide who will 
benefit from the surplus we have gen-
erated and the strong economy of the 
last 8 years. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, in 
the year-and-a-half that I have been in 
the Senate, I have taken several oppor-
tunities to come to the floor to talk 
about the need to reduce our national 
debt. 

Every chance I get, I remind my col-
leagues that we cannot let the excite-
ment of having a record-high surplus 
allow us to lose sight of the fact that 
we must keep spending in check, and 
use our Social Security surplus and on- 
budget surplus dollars to pay down our 
$5.7 trillion national debt. 

I can’t help but wonder why the 
media is quick to report that we have 
such tremendous surpluses, but is vir-
tually silent when it comes to report-
ing that we have such a huge national 
debt. 

I think the people need to know that 
we have a national debt that is costing 
us $224 billion in interest payments a 
year, and that translates into $600 mil-
lion per day just to pay the interest. 
Out of every federal dollar that is spent 
this year, 13 cents will go to pay the in-
terest on the national debt. In com-
parison, 16 cents will go for national 
defense; 18 cents will go for non-defense 
discretionary spending; and 53 cents 
will go for entitlement spending. Right 
now, we spend more federal tax dollars 
on debt interest than we do on the en-
tire Medicare program. 

This debt didn’t accumulate over-
night. In fact, it took decades of mis-
guided fiscal policies on the part of the 
Congress and the Executive Branch to 
get this way. But, fortunately, we have 
an opportunity, with our strong econ-
omy and low unemployment, to make 
some headway on paying down our 
debt. 

Nearly every family in America or 
every business owner in America, when 
they come into some extra money, 
would use that surplus money to pay 
off their loans, their credit cards, etc.— 
whatever debt they had accumulated. 

And that’s precisely what the U.S. 
government should do. 

I don’t think our Nation is any dif-
ferent from our families. If we have 
some extra money, we ought to get rid 
of the debt we are carrying on our 
back. 

As my colleagues know, because of 
the expanding economy, CBO’s April 
surplus estimates showed that we had 
attained a $26 billion on-budget surplus 
in fiscal year 2000. 

And I would like to remind my col-
leagues that $22 billion of that $26 bil-
lion surplus was from payroll tax over-
payments to the Medicare Trust Fund. 

However, of that $26 billion surplus 
amount, the fiscal year 2001 budget res-
olution assumed we would spend $14 
billion of it. 

That left $12 billion, which I felt 
should be used for debt reduction, and 
so I sought to find a legislative remedy 
to have those funds allocated solely for 
the purpose of debt reduction. 

On June 15th, by a vote of 95–3, the 
Senate passed an amendment to the 
Transportation Appropriations bill 
that Senator ALLARD and I sponsored, 
directing the remaining $12 billion on- 
budget surplus to be used for debt re-
duction. It was a tremendous victory, 
but, recognizably short-lived. 

Over the last two months, Congress 
has spent $13.8 billion in an ‘‘emer-

gency’’ supplemental appropriations 
package that was included as part of 
the Military Construction Appropria-
tions Conference Report, and an addi-
tional $5.5 billion has been allocated 
for payments for another ‘‘ag bailout’’ 
bill with the passage of the Crop Insur-
ance Reform package. 

Thus, nearly all but $4 billion of the 
$26 billion surplus has been spent, in-
cluding just about all of the $22 billion 
in overpayments to the Medicare Trust 
Fund—money that we in Congress have 
been talking about ‘‘lock-boxing’’ to 
prevent it from being spent in just such 
a manner. 

With all this added spending, I would 
like to remind my colleagues that we 
are significantly raising discretionary 
spending this year—a habit Congress 
seems reluctant to break. For example, 
in fiscal year 1998, Congress spent $555 
billion on discretionary spending. In 
fiscal year 1999 we increased discre-
tionary spending to $575 billion—a 4% 
increase over that one year. 

In fiscal year 2000, if you factor in 
the emergency supplemental appro-
priations we approved two weeks ago, 
discretionary spending will be $618 bil-
lion. Compared to last year’s $575 bil-
lion, if my figures are right, that is a 
7.5% increase so far in discretionary 
spending. 

How many people in this country can 
say that they received a 7.5% pay in-
crease from last year? 

This is outrageous, and all the more 
reason we can’t allow spending to grow 
any further in FY 2000. 

When given the opportunity to spend 
more or bring down our national debt, 
Congress has to learn to make the 
tough choices—the fiscally prudent 
choices. 

Fortunately, we will have another 
opportunity to curb spending and make 
a dent in our national debt. 

Today, we have received the expected 
news from CBO that our fiscal year 2000 
on-budget surplus has grown to $84 bil-
lion—$60 billion more than was pro-
jected in January. 

With such a large amount of on-budg-
et surplus dollars at stake, I fear that, 
again, the temptation will be enormous 
to spend these dollars—and with even 
greater zeal than before. We must ig-
nore the allure of spending these sur-
pluses, and remember that the best 
thing we could do with these funds is 
use them to pay down the debt. 

For those of my colleagues who sup-
port tax cuts, I would like to remind 
them that the only thing that we can 
do with these FY 2000 surplus funds 
this year is use them to increase spend-
ing or pay down the national debt. 
That’s it. They cannot be used for tax 
cuts because the fiscal year is almost 
over. 

I have recently read an excellent 
paper written by Peter B. Sperry, who 
is the Grover M. Hermann Fellow in 
Federal Budgetary Affairs at the Herit-
age Foundation, regarding our obliga-
tion to use our surplus dollars to pay 
down our national debt. 
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I believe each of my colleagues 

should read this compelling article, 
and I ask unanimous consent that a 
copy of the article be printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit I.) 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 

agree with the conclusion that Mr. 
Sperry reaches in his paper, and that 
is, Congress needs to enact legislation 
that will automatically take the $60 
billion windfall we just received for fis-
cal year 2000 and use it to pay down the 
debt. 

The bill that Mr. Sperry says that 
Congress needs to pass is H.R. 4601, the 
Debt Reduction Reconciliation Act of 
2000. Fortunately, on June 20th, the 
House of Representatives passed H.R. 
4601, by a vote of 419–5. An over-
whelming majority—just think of it. 

I have reviewed this bill, and I be-
lieve H.R. 4601 is our last hope to pass 
meaningful debt-reduction legislation 
this year. That is why I asked that this 
bill be held at the desk and put on the 
Senate’s calendar, instead of being sent 
to Committee. We must consider this 
legislation now, and we need to let the 
American people know that Congress is 
serious about reducing the national 
debt and not merely paying lip-service 
towards that goal. 

In particular, the bill establishes an 
off-budget account at the U.S. Treas-
ury that would be called the Public 
Debt Reduction Payment Account. Any 
funds that are over the amount speci-
fied in CBO’s January surplus estimate 
of $24 billion would be transferred to 
the Account, where they would be 
automatically used to reduce the debt. 
Thus, $60 billion in on-budget surplus 
funds for FY 2000 would be directed to-
wards debt reduction. 

My fear is that before any of the 
extra FY 2000 funds actually go to-
wards debt reduction, Congress and the 
President—especially the President— 
will say, ‘‘well, we’ve got the money, 
let’s spend it and get out of town.’’ But 
Mr. President, that’s definitely not 
how it should work. 

We have a moral obligation to use 
this money to pay down the debt, and 
I would like to read a quote from Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) Comp-
troller General David Walker that hits 
the nail right on the head regarding 
that obligation. In testimony before 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
last year, Mr. Walker said: 

This generation has a stewardship respon-
sibility to future generations to reduce the 
debt burden they inherit, to provide a strong 
foundation for future economic growth, and 
to ensure that future commitments are both 
adequate and affordable. Prudence requires 
making the tough choices today while the 
economy is healthy and the workforce is rel-
atively large—before we are hit by the baby 
boom’s demographic tidal wave. 

To me, the most important thing 
that we can do on behalf of our chil-
dren and our grandchildren is to re-
move the yoke of this debt burden from 
their backs. If we do so, it will strike a 

blow for their future and for the future 
of our nation. 

It is the responsibility of the House 
and the Senate to ‘‘stop the hem-
orrhaging of spending’’ by agreeing to 
let the remaining on-budget surplus for 
FY 2000 go towards paying down the 
national debt. H.R. 4601 will meet that 
challenge, and it is now up to the Sen-
ate to pass this bill. Let’s get it done, 
Mr. President, and let’s get it done 
now. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor. 

EXHIBIT I 
[From The Heritage Foundation, June 13, 

2000] 
HOW TO PROTECT THE SURPLUS FROM 

WASTEFUL SPENDING 
(By Peter B. Sperry) 

Although most Americans assume that a 
federal budget surplus in any year is auto-
matically used to reduce the national debt, 
or at least the debt held by the public, this 
actually is not the case. The U.S. Depart-
ment of the Treasury must implement spe-
cific financial accounting procedures if it is 
to use a cash surplus to pay down the debt 
held by the public. If these procedures are 
not followed, or if they proceed slowly, then 
the surplus revenue just builds up in the 
Treasury’s operating cash accounts. 

This excess cash could be used in the fu-
ture to further reduce the debt, but only if it 
is protected from other uses in the mean-
time. Until the excess cash is formally com-
mitted to debt repayment, Congress could 
appropriate it for other purposes. Con-
sequently, the current surplus will not auto-
matically reduce the publicly held national 
debt of $3.54 trillion unless Congress acts 
now to make sure these funds are automati-
cally used for debt reduction and for no 
other purpose. 

There is a parallel to this in household fi-
nance. When a family with a large mortgage, 
credit card debt, and several student loans 
receives an unexpected financial windfall, it 
usually deposits the funds in a checking ac-
count and takes a little time to consider how 
best to allocate the revenue—whether to re-
finance the mortgage, pay off credit cards, or 
establish a rainy day fund. Meanwhile, the 
family’s debt remains, and will not be re-
duced until the family formally transfers 
funds to one or more of its creditors. If the 
family does not take some action in the in-
terim to wall off the cash, it often ends up 
frittering away the money on new purchases, 
and the debt remains. 

The federal government faces a similar sit-
uation. Surplus revenues are accumulating 
in the Treasury Department’s operating cash 
accounts faster than the Bureau of the Pub-
lic Debt can efficiently dedicate them to re-
ducing the public debt. Consequently, sur-
plus balances in these accounts have reached 
historic levels, and they are likely to accu-
mulate even faster as the size of the surplus 
grows. Unless Congress takes formal action 
to protect these funds, they are available to 
be used or misused at anytime in the appro-
priations process. Fortunately, the House 
soon will consider a bill (H.R. 4601) that 
would protect the budget surplus from being 
raided by appropriations until prudent deci-
sions can be made about its use. 

WHY DEBT REDUCTION NEEDS A BOOST 
Thanks to unexpected budget surpluses, 

the U.S. Department of the Treasury issued 
less new debt than it redeemed each year. It 
conducted several ‘‘reverse’’ auctions to buy 
back old high-interest debt. And it success-
fully reduced the amount of federal debt held 

by the public in less than three years by $230 
billion, from $3.77 trillion in October 1997 to 
$3.54 trillion in April 2000. Chart 1 clearly 
shows that its efforts have been successful 
and impressive. 

Despite this effort, the Treasury still is 
awash in cash. Examining the Treasury De-
partment’s monthly reports over this same 
period (see Appendix) reveals that, after ac-
counting for normal seasonal fluctuations, 
the closing balances of its operating cash ac-
counts have grown dramatically and, more 
important, the rate at which cash is accumu-
lating in them has accelerated. The linear 
trend line in Chart 2 shows both the growth 
in the closing balances in the cash accounts 
and the projected growth under current con-
ditions. Essentially, if no provisions are 
made to protect these balances, in August 
2002—two months before the midterm elec-
tions—appropriators would have access to al-
most $60 billion in non-obligated cash. 

Unfortunately, even this projection may be 
too conservative. Examination of month-to- 
month changes in the closing balances indi-
cates that the rate of cash accumulation has 
started to accelerate, which will cause the 
closing balances to grow even faster. The 
trend line in Chart 3 shows that the amount 
of positive monthly change in closing cash 
balances has, after accounting for normal 
fluctuation, increased since October 1997, and 
cash balances could start to increase by an 
average of $20 billion per month within two 
years. 

The Treasury Department faces extraor-
dinary cash management challenges as it at-
tempts to repay the debt held by the public 
steadily and without destabilizing financial 
markets that depend on federal debt instru-
ments as a standard of measurement. By pro-
tecting accumulated cash balances from mis-
use, Congress could provide the Treasury De-
partment with the flexibility it needs to do 
its job more effectively. 
TREASURY’S LIMITED DEBT MANAGEMENT TOOLS 

The Treasury relies on three basic debt 
management tools to reduce the debt held by 
the public in a controlled manner. 

Issuing Less Debt. As old debt matures and 
is redeemed, the Treasury Department issues 
a slightly smaller amount of new debt in re-
turn, thereby reducing the total debt held by 
the public. This is the federal government’s 
most cost-effective and preferred method of 
debt reduction. However, it is not a simple 
process to determine how much new debt 
should be issued. If the Treasury Department 
returns too much debt to the financial mar-
ket, it misses an opportunity to retire addi-
tional debt. If it returns too little to the 
markets, the cost of federal debt instru-
ments will rise, driving down their yields 
and disrupting many private-sector retire-
ment plans. 

Reverse Auctions. The Treasury Depart-
ment periodically conducts reverse auctions 
in which it announces that it will buy a pre-
determined amount of specific types of debt 
instruments from whoever will sell them for 
the best price. This method quickly reduces 
debt held by the public, but it can be expen-
sive. Investors holding a T-bill that will be 
worth $1,000 in 20 years may be willing to sell 
it for $995 if they need the money now and 
believe that is the best price they can get. 
However, if they know the Treasury Depart-
ment has made a commitment to buy a large 
number of T-bills in a short period of time, 
investors may hold out for $997—a premium 
of $2 million on every $1 billion of debt the 
Treasury Department retires. 

Purchasing Debt Instruments. The Treas-
ury Department can use private-sector bro-
kers to purchase federal debt instruments on 
the open market without having it revealed 
that the client is the federal government. 
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This method is slow, but it allows the Treas-
ury Department to take advantage of unpre-
dictable fluctuations in financial markets to 
buy back federal debt instruments for the 
best possible price. This method must be 
used carefully and discreetly to aovid having 
investors, upon realizing that the true buyer 
is the federal government, hold out for high-
er prices. 
WHY TIMING AND FLEXIBILITY ARE IMPORTANT 
The Treasury Department needs time and 

flexibility to use debt management tools ef-
fectively. It often will need to allow large 
balances to accumulate in the operating cash 
accounts while it waits for the opportunity 
to buy back federal debt instruments at the 
best possible price. If these balances are un-
protected, they may prove irresistible temp-
tations for appropriators with special-inter-
est constituencies. 

A prudent Secretary of the Treasury would 
not risk disrupting financial markets by 
recklessly reducing the amount of new debt 
issued each year, but might increase the 
number and size of reverse auctions to en-
sure that surplus revenues are used for debt 
reduction rather than remain available to 
congressional appropriators. The taxpayers 
would, at best, pay more than necessary to 
retire the federal debt, and they might find 
that appropriators have spent the surplus be-
fore it could be used to pay down debt. 

MAKING DEBT REDUCTION AUTOMATIC 
Fortunately, Congress has the opportunity 

to ensure that the Treasury’s large cash bal-
ances are not misused in the appropriations 
process. The U.S. House of Representatives 
will soon consider H.R. 4601, the debt Reduc-
tion Reconciliation Act of 2000, recently ap-
proved by the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. This legislation, sponsored by Rep-
resentative Ernest Fletcher (R–KY), is de-
signed to give the Treasury Department the 
time and flexibility it needs to use debt man-
agement tools most effectively. It would pro-
tect the on-budget surplus revenues collected 
during the remainder of fiscal year (FY) 2000 
and appropriate them for debt reduction by 
depositing them in a designated ‘‘off budget’’ 
Public Debt Reduction Account. 

Although the surplus revenues could still 
cause an increase in cash balances, the cash 
would be dedicated in the Debt Reduction 
Account rather than in the Treasury Depart-
ment’s operating cash account. Appropri-
ators would be able to reallocate these funds 
only by first rescinding the appropriation for 
debt reduction in legislation that would have 

to pass both houses of Congress and gain 
presidential approval. Once surplus revenues 
are deposited in the Debt Reduction Ac-
count, appropriators would have very limited 
ability to increase spending without creating 
an on-budget deficit, which many taxpayers 
would perceive as a raid on the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. 

H.R. 4601 would effectively protect the sur-
plus revenues that are collected during the 
remainder of FY 2000; moreover, it serves as 
model for how Congress should allocate un-
expected windfalls in the future. It does not 
preclude tax reform because it is limited to 
the current fiscal year and therefore affects 
only revenues that have already been col-
lected or that will be collected before any 
tax reform legislation takes effect. Never-
theless, once the Debt Reduction Account is 
established, Congress could continue to ap-
propriate funds to the account at any time. 
Consequently, Congress would retain the op-
tion to reduce revenues through tax reform 
and still have a mechanism to prevent unex-
pected surplus revenues, once collected, from 
being used for any purpose other than debt 
reduction. 

H.R. 4601 would give the Treasury flexi-
bility to use its debt reduction tools in the 
most effective manner. Surplus revenues de-
posited in the Debt Reduction Account 
would remain available until expended, but 
only for debt reduction. The department 
would be able to schedule reverse auctions at 
the most advantageous times, make funds 
available to brokers buying back debt on the 
open markets or decrease the size of new 
debt issues—depending on which mechanism, 
or combination of tools, proves most cost ef-
fective. There would no longer be pressure to 
‘‘use it or lose it.’’ 

HOW TO IMPROVE H.R. 4601 
Although H.R. 4601 demonstrates a real 

commitment of members of the House to fis-
cal discipline, the legislation could be im-
proved. Congress should consider requiring 
the Secretary of the Treasury also to deposit 
all revenue received from the sale of Special 
Issue Treasury Bills (which are sold only to 
the Social Security Administration) in the 
Debt Reduction Account. This would pre-
clude the possibility of any future raids on 
the Social Security trust fund. 

Congress should also consider adding lan-
guage to H.R. 4601 to automatically appro-
priate future real (rather than projected) 
surplus revenues to the Debt Reduction Ac-
count. This would allow Congress the flexi-

bility to implement tax reforms while also 
guaranteeing that surplus revenues, once 
collected, could be used only for debt reduc-
tion. 

CONCLUSION 

Many Americans assume that if surplus 
revenues are not used for spending or tax 
cuts, they automatically reduce the national 
debt. Indeed, this has become an unstated 
premise in discussions of fiscal policy, 
whether in the press, academia, or Congress. 
Unfortunately, the premise is incorrect. 

To make the premise true, the Treasury 
Department should be able to make specific 
provisions for retiring debt. If it is not given 
the power and obligation to do so, the sur-
plus revenues accumulating in its operating 
cash accounts will be subject to misuse by 
appropriations. Congress has an opportunity 
and obligation to give the Treasury Depart-
ment the time and flexibility it needs to uti-
lize its debt management tools effectively 
when it considers H.R. 4601. This bill offers 
an effective first step toward the goal of 
making sure that budget surpluses do not 
disappear in new spending programs. 

WHAT IS THE NATIONAL DEBT? 

The national debt consists of Treasury 
notes, T-bills, and savings bonds that were 
sold to raise cash to pay the ongoing oper-
ational expenses of the federal government. 
National debt held by the public consists of 
debt instruments sold to anyone other than 
a federal trust fund. Most federal debt held 
by the public is owned by state and local 
governments, pension plans, mutual funds, 
and individual retirement portfolios. 

Most investors consider federal debt in-
struments to be cash equivalents that pay 
interest, and they are strongly motivated to 
hold them until maturity—up to 30 years in 
the case of T-bills. Many institutional inves-
tors, particularly pension funds, are required 
to maintain a certain portion of their port-
folio in cash equivalents, and they depend on 
the federal government to issue new debt 
when their old investments mature and are 
redeemed. In additional, many lenders, par-
ticularly mortgage companies, use the mar-
ket price of federal debt instruments as a 
measurement device to determine appro-
priate rates of return on alternative invest-
ments. These lenders rely on the federal gov-
ernment to maintain enough federal debt in 
circulation to make this measurement valid. 

APPENDIX 

U.S. TREASURY OPERATING CASH AND TOTAL PUBLIC DEBT: OCTOBER 1997–APRIL 2000 
[In millions of dollars] 

Treasury oper-
ating cash: 

opening bal-
ance 

Treasury oper-
ating cash: 

closing balance 
Change 

Total borrowing 
from the public: 

opening bal-
ance 

Total borrowing 
from the public: 
closing balance 

Change 

1997: 
Oct .............................................................................................................................................................................................. $43,621 $20,261 ¥$23,360 $3,771,141 3,777,456 $6,315 
Nov .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 20,261 19,778 ¥483 3,777,456 3,806,564 29,108 
Dec .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 19,778 31,885 12,107 3,806,564 3,804,792 ¥1,772 

1998: 
Jan .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 31,885 40,307 8,422 3,804,792 3,779,985 ¥24,807 
Feb .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 40,307 16,280 ¥24,027 3,779,985 3,810,549 30,564 
Mar ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 16,280 27,632 11,352 3,810,549 3,830,686 20,137 
Apr .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 27,632 88,030 60,398 3,830,686 3,770,099 ¥60,587 
May ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 88,030 36,131 ¥51,899 3,770,099 3,761,503 ¥8,596 
Jun .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,131 72,275 36,144 3,761,503 3,748,885 ¥12,618 
Jul ............................................................................................................................................................................................... 72,275 36,065 ¥36,210 3,748,885 3,732,515 ¥16,370 
Aug ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,065 36,427 362 3,732,515 3,766,504 33,989 
Sep .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,427 37,878 1,451 3,766,504 3,720,092 ¥46,412 
Oct .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 38,878 36,217 ¥2,661 3,720,092 3,735,422 15,330 
Nov .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,217 15,882 ¥20,335 3,735,194 3,757,558 22,364 
Dec .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 15,882 17,503 1,621 3,757,558 3,752,168 ¥5,390 

1999: 
Jan .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 17,503 57,070 39,567 3,752,168 3,720,919 ¥31,249 
Feb .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 57,070 4,638 ¥52,432 3,720,919 3,722,607 1,688 
Mar ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 4,638 21,626 16,988 3,722,611 3,759,624 37,013 
Apr .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 21,626 58,138 36,512 3,759,624 3,674,416 ¥85,208 
May ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 58,138 25,643 ¥32,495 3,674,416 3,673,865 ¥551 
Jun .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 25,643 53,102 27,459 3,673,865 3,651,619 ¥22,246 
Jul ............................................................................................................................................................................................... 53,102 39,549 ¥13,553 3,651,619 3,652,812 1,193 
Aug ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 39,549 36,389 ¥3,160 3,652,812 3,679,282 26,470 
Sep .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 36,389 56,458 20,069 3,681,008 3,633,290 ¥47,718 
Oct .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 56,458 47,567 ¥8,891 3,632,958 3,638,712 5,754 
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U.S. TREASURY OPERATING CASH AND TOTAL PUBLIC DEBT: OCTOBER 1997–APRIL 2000—Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

Treasury oper-
ating cash: 

opening bal-
ance 

Treasury oper-
ating cash: 

closing balance 
Change 

Total borrowing 
from the public: 

opening bal-
ance 

Total borrowing 
from the public: 
closing balance 

Change 

Nov .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 47,567 6,079 ¥41,488 3,639,079 3,645,212 6,133 
Dec .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 6,079 83,327 77,248 3,645,212 3,680,961 35,749 

2000: 
Jan .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 83,327 62,735 ¥20,592 3,680,961 3,596,976 ¥83,985 
Feb .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 67,735 21,962 ¥40,773 3,596,570 3,613,701 17,131 
Mar ............................................................................................................................................................................................. 21,962 44,770 22,808 3,613,701 3,653,447 39,746 
Apr .............................................................................................................................................................................................. 44,770 92,557 47,787 3,653,447 3,540,781 ¥112,666 

Sources: U.S. Department of the Treasury, Monthly Treasury Statements, at http://www.fms.treas.gov/mts/. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we are 

working with the managers of various 
pieces of legislation to determine the 
best way to proceed. Senator DASCHLE 
and I have been discussing how to pro-
ceed. We have had a very busy time 
over the past 8 days. We have had a lot 
of votes. We have completed a lot of 
work: The Department of Defense au-
thorization bill—actually, we com-
pleted that with debate at night—the 
Interior appropriations bill today, the 
death tax elimination legislation last 
Friday, and the marriage tax penalty 
today. 

The question is how to proceed at 
this point. We hope we can complete 
action on the foreign operations appro-
priations bill so it can go to con-
ference, as we did yesterday on the leg-
islative appropriations bill. 

Our colleagues will recall, we did 
take that up but didn’t complete it. We 
need to get that done so that can go to 
conference and the House and Senate 
conferees can begin working with the 
administration to get that important 
legislation passed. I know they have in-
terest in it. We do, too. 

We are also committed to getting 
four appropriations bills done before we 
go out for the August recess: Agri-
culture, which is, I believe, ready to 
proceed. The managers are in the area. 
Senator COCHRAN and Senator KOHL are 
in the area; The energy and water ap-
propriations bill is ready to go when we 
complete Agriculture; Treasury-Postal 
Service will be ready next week, and 
Commerce-State-Justice. 

That would be 11 appropriations bills. 
That would still leave the HUD-VA ap-
propriations bill and the DC appropria-
tions bill. But for a variety of reasons, 
we probably could not get those two 
done until some time in September, 
maybe even the middle of September 
anyway. 

Now, there are other issues in which 
Senators are interested. We have been 

discussing ways to proceed to them, or 
if we could proceed to them. We had 
discussed the possibility of going to the 
NCAA gaming issue. I discussed that 
with some of the advocates on this side 
of the aisle at noon today. I under-
stand, in fact, we may not be able to 
proceed to that because we have to 
clear it with a lot of different Senators. 
But we will continue to look to see if 
we can find a way to have that legisla-
tion considered. 

Senator DASCHLE will want to com-
ment on a number of these things, and 
maybe ask questions, too. 

We still have pending the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act. We put 
about a week or more into that legisla-
tion. A lot of amendments have been 
offered and voted on. There is a feeling, 
I hope, on both sides of the aisle that 
we would still like to actually com-
plete that legislation. 

I would like to consider working on 
it and at some point proceed the way 
we did on the Defense authorization 
bill so we actually get it completed. I 
am going to talk more with Senator 
DASCHLE about that. He will want to 
consult, I am sure, with the ranking 
member on his side. I will want to con-
sult with the chairman on our side, 
Senator JEFFORDS, and Senator CRAIG, 
and others who are involved in that. 

I continue to urge the Judiciary 
Committee to make progress on judi-
cial nominations. There are a number 
of nominations that have had hearings, 
nominations that are ready for a vote, 
and other nominations that have been 
pending for quite some time that 
should be considered. 

I have discussed this matter regu-
larly with Senator HATCH, including 
last Friday afternoon and, again, just 
briefly yesterday. I cannot make the 
Judiciary Committee vote. I cannot 
tell them who to vote on, but I can 
urge them to continue to work on 
those nominations that can be cleared 
and can be reported to the Senate. 

I have been assured by the chairman 
that they are going to have a markup 
and report out some judges on Wednes-
day of this week or—I thought it was 
Wednesday. Has it been moved to 
Thursday? I thought it was 10 o’clock 
on Wednesday. But they are going to 
report out judges this week and have at 
least one more hearing before the Au-
gust recess. They expect to report out 
another group of judges next week. In 
that group will be not only district 
judges but circuit judges. So I want to 
make that record clear. 

With regard to the issue a lot of Sen-
ators are interested in, the China per-
manent normal trade relations issue, 
we have to finish the appropriations 
bills. But we are discussing now a pro-
cedure, which we can discuss, that 
would allow us to go ahead and proceed 
to it, take some action on it next week 
but recognize that because of the time 
that could be required in having to de-
bate and file cloture on a motion to 
proceed, and other cloture motions 
that might be necessary, we would not 
be able to complete it and do the ap-
propriations bills next week. 

Also, I continue to have a desire to 
find a way for the Thompson-Torricelli 
issue to be considered, either free-
standing or as an amendment. So we 
need to get that resolved before we ac-
tually move to proceed to the China 
PNTR bill. 

But I can see, again, the possibility 
of doing some work on that free-
standing at night or doing it as an 
amendment, or, of course, he may re-
serve his right and may, in fact, believe 
he has to actually offer it when we go 
to China PNTR. 

So what I am proposing here—and I 
would like Senator DASCHLE to com-
ment on it—is that we go ahead and 
complete action on the foreign oper-
ations appropriations bill, send it to 
conference; that we go to the Agri-
culture appropriations bill; that we 
then take up the other appropriations 
bills in this group —energy and water, 
Treasury-Postal Service, and CJS—but 
that we work to see if we can proceed 
at night, perhaps on Thursday, perhaps 
next Monday, on the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act. I need to 
consult with Senators that have been 
involved in that from the committee— 
the chairman and others I mentioned— 
and Senator DASCHLE needs to do the 
same thing. 

If we could get an understanding that 
we would work on all these, we would 
also entertain the idea of proceeding to 
the China PNTR legislation next 
Wednesday. I believe, as it now stands, 
I would have to file a cloture motion 
on that. That cloture, then, would 
ripen on Friday; I believe that would be 
the 28th of July, which would be the 
Friday that we would hope to go out 
for the August recess. That would be 
the final action, unless 30 hours had to 
be run off of it at that time. Then we 
would go back to that when we come 
back after the August recess in Sep-
tember. The positive effects of that 
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would be that we would show clearly 
we intend to go to this legislation. 

We are going to work together to get 
these appropriations bills done. We are 
going to go to China PNTR. We are 
going to get over the first hurdle, rec-
ognizing that there are several other 
hurdles that could require quite a bit 
of time to complete. 

But those are sort of the parameters 
of what Senator DASCHLE and I and 
others have been talking about. 

I say to Senator DASCHLE, why don’t 
I yield the floor so you can make com-
ments on that and/or ask any ques-
tions. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, may I 
ask a brief question. 

The majority leader discussed with 
me earlier, off the floor, about the pos-
sibility of bringing up the NCAA prohi-
bition of betting on college sports. This 
bill was passed overwhelmingly 
through the committee after hearings. 
Every college coach in America is com-
mitted to this proposition that betting 
on college sports should stop. 

I would allege there would be a vote 
of 98–2 in this Senate, if it came to a 
vote. It is something I think we could 
get done. I think we could get it done 
quickly. Every college coach in Amer-
ica, the most respected men and 
women in America, are saying that 
these young people are tempted by this 
gambling and by this betting. 

It was a unanimous recommendation 
of the National Gaming Impact Study 
Commission. I hope that the majority 
leader and the Senator from South Da-
kota would enter into a time agree-
ment so we could get this done and 
stop what every college coach in Amer-
ica is saying is an outstanding evil and 
temptation that needs to be removed 
from these young Americans who have 
been basically put in their charge. 

I hope the majority leader will con-
sider, in consultation with the Demo-
cratic leader, that we bring this bill up, 
get it passed, and get it on the Presi-
dent’s desk. 

Mr. LOTT. If I could respond to Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s comments, as I indicated 
to him at lunch, I was prepared and am 
prepared to move to proceed to that 
issue. I understand perhaps there may 
be objection to proceeding. I had hoped 
maybe we could get an agreement to go 
ahead and proceed. But we can call it 
up, and if there is objection, there is 
objection. We will have to deal with it 
at that point. 

Of course, one option is to file clo-
ture to try to overcome that objection. 
But we would have to factor in the 
time that would take and how that 
would play in all these other issues we 
are trying to balance. 

Senator DASCHLE and I thought 
maybe we could go to it, but we have 
an obligation. Just like I had to talk to 
Senator MCCAIN, I need to talk to Sen-
ator BROWNBACK. He has Senators he 
needs to talk to. I believe—I do not 
want to speak for him—he indicated he 
thought perhaps there would be an ob-
jection to proceeding. We did not think 

that was the case as early as 11 o’clock 
today. We will continue to work with 
the Senator because I am committed to 
working with him and Senator BROWN-
BACK to find a way for this issue to 
come up and be considered. If we can 
ever get it to a vote, I think the Sen-
ator is right; it is going to pass over-
whelmingly. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the 
majority leader in regard to the NCAA 
bill. I think there is broad support for 
it. But I also recognize that every Sen-
ator is within his or her rights to ob-
ject and to prolong consideration of 
any bill for whatever length of time 
the rules might allow. 

We have colleagues on this side of the 
aisle who have indicated to me that is 
their intention. I know we have to take 
that into account as we schedule legis-
lation for the balance of this work pe-
riod. I will certainly work with the dis-
tinguished chair of the Commerce 
Committee and the majority leader to 
find a time, either through an amend-
ment or through a freestanding bill, to 
bring it up. 

Senator LOTT has articulated very 
clearly the discussions he and I have 
had over the last hour or so. He has ex-
pressed the desire to me—not only to 
me, to the Senate on several occa-
sions—that we finish at least 11 appro-
priations bills. I have indicated my 
hope that we could accommodate that 
kind of schedule, even though we rec-
ognize the disruptions in the schedule, 
even tomorrow, necessary disruptions. 
I think it is accomplishable. I would 
like to work with him to attempt to 
try to resolve these matters. I have in-
dicated to him that a number of col-
leagues on this side of the aisle have 
indicated to me that in order for us to 
do that there would be a need to ad-
dress a number of other issues. 

The majority leader has identified 
each of those issues and responded just 
as we discussed. It is my understanding 
that there will be a markup in the Ju-
diciary Committee on future judicial 
nominations. I hope, as the majority 
leader has indicated, it will include 
both circuit and district judges. It is 
my understanding that is likely to 
occur. He has also now indicated that 
we will get another batch of them done 
next week and that a mix of circuit and 
district judges is also anticipated. I am 
very pleased with that information and 
commend him for his efforts to move 
this process along. He has operated in 
extraordinarily good faith in working 
with me to try to move these nomina-
tions along. I know it is not easy. It is 
very difficult. But he has certainly 
been a major factor in getting us to 
this point. 

We have again indicated the desire, 
as we have on several occasions, to 
bring up PNTR, at least through a mo-
tion to proceed beginning next Wednes-
day. I subscribe to his suggestion or his 
proposal that would allow us to vote on 
cloture on the motion to proceed on 
Friday. We would then have 30 hours of 

debate. Senators who wish to discuss 
the matter beyond the vote or perhaps 
preceding the vote would certainly be 
entitled to do so. We could have the 
vote either on Friday or immediately 
after we come back. That would accom-
modate at least overcoming one major 
hurdle. I applaud him for approaching 
the issue in that way. 

Third, we have discussed on several 
occasions on the floor our hope and de-
sire that we can use the dual track 
that worked very successfully in ac-
commodating Senators’ needs to ad-
dress a number of issues but also in fin-
ishing legislation, as we did with the 
Defense authorization bill. There came 
a point when we had exhausted the 
amendment process and rightfully 
brought the issue to closure. I hope, as 
Senator LOTT has noted, that we might 
be able to do that with ESEA as well. 
It is important for us to resume this 
dual track. I am very pleased with the 
majority leader’s commitment to con-
tinue a dual-track process over the 
course of the next couple of weeks. We 
have the opportunity to get a lot of 
work done—work on appropriations 
bills, work on judges, work on PNTR, 
and work on ESEA—as a dual-track ve-
hicle with which we can work to offer 
other amendments. I am pleased with 
our discussions and hope we can pro-
ceed with that understanding. 

I, again, thank the majority leader 
for his willingness to work with us and 
accommodate all of these important 
matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I com-
pliment both leaders. This is incredibly 
complex, all of the scheduling. We have 
had lots of conversations. Every Sen-
ator in this body has had conversations 
with both of them, and I know they are 
trying to do their very best to work all 
this out. Not getting into any specific 
item, I am appreciative of the tone and 
nature of the conversation I have just 
heard and of the items mentioned. As 
one Senator, I wanted to tell them how 
much I appreciate their working to-
gether to get these things up along the 
lines they have outlined. 

Mr. LEVIN. Will the majority leader 
yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I am glad 
to yield to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I add my 
thanks to the two leaders for their ef-
forts. We watch them with admiration 
as they seek to work through these 
multiple challenges. We have had many 
discussions concerning one of the items 
about which they talked. I just 
couldn’t sit here without adding my 
gratitude to both of them. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Senator. 
Let me note, for instance, the types 

of things we do need to accommodate. 
The Senate tomorrow will want to ac-
commodate Senators wishing to attend 
the services for Senator Pastore, a 
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great Senator from the State of Rhode 
Island. A delegation will be attending 
those services tomorrow morning. We 
will continue to work, but we will 
withhold the votes or stack the votes, 
if any are required, until the afternoon 
at 2 or 2:30. I don’t know exactly what 
time it would be, but I know Senator 
COCHRAN would want to do that. That 
is the kind of situation we have to try 
to accommodate. We can’t always dic-
tate how we will proceed because we 
want to do this in memory of a Senator 
who served in this body for many 
years. 

We will continue to act in good faith 
to try to make sure Senators’ wishes 
are known and accommodated. We may 
not be able to get them all worked out. 
As to the NCAA gaming, I thought 
maybe we could move to proceed to 
that without objection, but there may 
be a legitimate one. I had promised a 
couple of Senators we would make sure 
they knew of that. 

I will also need to talk to Senators 
about the best night that we could do 
some work on ESEA. Senator DASCHLE 
will want to do the same in view of 
that. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader will withhold, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. I understand there may be 
some clarification that needs to be 
completed before we can proceed to the 
appropriations bill for Agriculture. 

f 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2001. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed 
to consideration of H.R. 4811, the 
House-passed foreign operations appro-
priations bill. I further ask unanimous 
consent that all after the enacting 
clause be stricken and the text of S. 
2522, as amended, be inserted in lieu 
thereof, the bill be read the third time 
and passed with the motion to recon-
sider laid upon the table. 

The bill (H.R. 4811), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed, as fol-
lows: 

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 4811) entitled ‘‘An Act 
making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing, and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2001, and for other purposes.’’, do pass 
with the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and 
insert: 
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2001, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT 
ASSISTANCE 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES 
The Export-Import Bank of the United States 

is authorized to make such expenditures within 
the limits of funds and borrowing authority 
available to such corporation, and in accord-
ance with law, and to make such contracts and 
commitments without regard to fiscal year limi-
tations, as provided by section 104 of the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act, as may be 
necessary in carrying out the program for the 
current fiscal year for such corporation: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds available during 
the current fiscal year may be used to make ex-
penditures, contracts, or commitments for the 
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or technology 
to any country other than a nuclear-weapon 
state as defined in Article IX of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons eligi-
ble to receive economic or military assistance 
under this Act that has detonated a nuclear ex-
plosive after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION 
For the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees, 

insurance, and tied-aid grants as authorized by 
section 10 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945, as amended, $768,000,000 to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2004: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That such sums shall remain available 
until September 30, 2019 for the disbursement of 
direct loans, loan guarantees, insurance and 
tied-aid grants obligated in fiscal years 2001, 
2002, 2003, and 2004: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated by this Act or 
any prior Act appropriating funds for foreign 
operations, export financing, or related pro-
grams for tied-aid credits or grants may be used 
for any other purpose except through the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated by this paragraph are made 
available notwithstanding section 2(b)(2) of the 
Export Import Bank Act of 1945, in connection 
with the purchase or lease of any product by 
any East European country, any Baltic State or 
any agency or national thereof. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES 
For administrative expenses to carry out the 

direct and guaranteed loan and insurance pro-
grams, including hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, 
and not to exceed $25,000 for official reception 
and representation expenses for members of the 
Board of Directors, $58,000,000: Provided, That 
necessary expenses (including special services 
performed on a contract or fee basis, but not in-
cluding other personal services) in connection 
with the collection of moneys owed the Export- 
Import Bank, repossession or sale of pledged col-
lateral or other assets acquired by the Export- 
Import Bank in satisfaction of moneys owed the 
Export-Import Bank, or the investigation or ap-
praisal of any property, or the evaluation of the 
legal or technical aspects of any transaction for 
which an application for a loan, guarantee or 
insurance commitment has been made, shall be 
considered nonadministrative expenses for the 
purposes of this heading: Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding subsection (b) of section 
117 of the Export Enhancement Act of 1992, sub-
section (a) thereof shall remain in effect until 
October 1, 2001. 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT 
The Overseas Private Investment Corporation 

is authorized to make, without regard to fiscal 
year limitations, as provided by 31 U.S.C. 9104, 
such expenditures and commitments within the 
limits of funds available to it and in accordance 
with law as may be necessary: Provided, That 
the amount available for administrative ex-

penses to carry out the credit and insurance 
programs (including an amount for official re-
ception and representation expenses which shall 
not exceed $35,000) shall not exceed $38,000,000: 
Provided further, That project-specific trans-
action costs, including direct and indirect costs 
incurred in claims settlements, and other direct 
costs associated with services provided to spe-
cific investors or potential investors pursuant to 
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
shall not be considered administrative expenses 
for the purposes of this heading. 

PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans, 
$24,000,000, as authorized by section 234 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to be derived by 
transfer from the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation noncredit account: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That such sums shall be available for di-
rect loan obligations and loan guaranty commit-
ments incurred or made during fiscal years 2001 
and 2002: Provided further, That such sums 
shall remain available through fiscal year 2010 
for the disbursement of direct and guaranteed 
loans obligated in fiscal years 2001 and 2002: 
Provided further, That in addition, such sums 
as may be necessary for administrative expenses 
to carry out the credit program may be derived 
from amounts available for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit and insurance 
programs in the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation Noncredit Account and merged 
with said account. 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 661 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $46,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2002: Provided, That the Trade 
and Development Agency may receive reim-
bursements from corporations and other entities 
for the costs of grants for feasibility studies and 
other project planning services, to be deposited 
as an offsetting collection to this account and to 
be available for obligation until September 30, 
2002, for necessary expenses under this para-
graph: Provided further, That such reimburse-
ments shall not cover, or be allocated against, 
direct or indirect administrative costs of the 
agency. 

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out the provisions of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes, 
to remain available until September 30, 2002, un-
less otherwise specified herein, as follows: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of sections 103 through 106, and chapter 10 
of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
and title V of the International Security and 
Development Cooperation Act of 1980 (Public 
Law 96–533), $1,368,250,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2002: Provided, That of the 
amount appropriated under this heading, up to 
$14,400,000 may be made available for the Afri-
can Development Foundation and shall be ap-
portioned directly to that agency: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $425,000,000 shall be made 
available to carry out the provisions of section 
104(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
Provided further, That none of the funds made 
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available in this Act nor any unobligated bal-
ances from prior appropriations may be made 
available to any organization or program which, 
as determined by the President of the United 
States, supports or participates in the manage-
ment of a program of coercive abortion or invol-
untary sterilization: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available under this 
heading may be used to pay for the performance 
of abortion as a method of family planning or to 
motivate or coerce any person to practice abor-
tions; and that in order to reduce reliance on 
abortion in developing nations, funds shall be 
available only to voluntary family planning 
projects which offer, either directly or through 
referral to, or information about access to, a 
broad range of family planning methods and 
services, and that any such voluntary family 
planning project shall meet the following re-
quirements: (1) service providers or referral 
agents in the project shall not implement or be 
subject to quotas, or other numerical targets, of 
total number of births, number of family plan-
ning acceptors, or acceptors of a particular 
method of family planning (this provision shall 
not be construed to include the use of quan-
titative estimates or indicators for budgeting 
and planning purposes); (2) the project shall not 
include payment of incentives, bribes, gratuities, 
or financial reward to: (A) an individual in ex-
change for becoming a family planning accep-
tor; or (B) program personnel for achieving a 
numerical target or quota of total number of 
births, number of family planning acceptors, or 
acceptors of a particular method of family plan-
ning; (3) the project shall not deny any right or 
benefit, including the right of access to partici-
pate in any program of general welfare or the 
right of access to health care, as a consequence 
of any individual’s decision not to accept family 
planning services; (4) the project shall provide 
family planning acceptors comprehensible infor-
mation on the health benefits and risks of the 
method chosen, including those conditions that 
might render the use of the method inadvisable 
and those adverse side effects known to be con-
sequent to the use of the method; and (5) the 
project shall ensure that experimental contra-
ceptive drugs and devices and medical proce-
dures are provided only in the context of a sci-
entific study in which participants are advised 
of potential risks and benefits; and, not less 
than 60 days after the date on which the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for 
International Development determines that 
there has been a violation of the requirements 
contained in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (5) of this 
proviso, or a pattern or practice of violations of 
the requirements contained in paragraph (4) of 
this proviso, the Administrator shall submit to 
the Committee on International Relations and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and to the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate, a report containing a de-
scription of such violation and the corrective ac-
tion taken by the Agency: Provided further, 
That in awarding grants for natural family 
planning under section 104 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 no applicant shall be dis-
criminated against because of such applicant’s 
religious or conscientious commitment to offer 
only natural family planning; and, addition-
ally, all such applicants shall comply with the 
requirements of the previous proviso: Provided 
further, That for purposes of this or any other 
Act authorizing or appropriating funds for for-
eign operations, export financing, and related 
programs, the term ‘‘motivate’’, as it relates to 
family planning assistance, shall not be con-
strued to prohibit the provision, consistent with 
local law, of information or counseling about all 
pregnancy options: Provided further, That 
nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
alter any existing statutory prohibitions against 
abortion under section 104 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding section 109 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, of the funds appropriated 
under this heading in this Act, and of the unob-

ligated balances of funds previously appro-
priated under this heading, $2,500,000 may be 
transferred to ‘‘International Organizations and 
Programs’’ for a contribution to the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD): Provided further, That of the aggregate 
amount of the funds appropriated by this Act to 
carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and the Support for East European Democ-
racy (SEED) Act of 1989, not less than 
$310,000,000 shall be made available for agri-
culture and rural development programs of 
which $30,000,000 shall be made available for 
plant biotechnology research and development: 
Provided further, That of amounts made avail-
able in the preceding proviso for plant bio-
technology activities, $1,000,000 shall be made 
available for the University of Missouri Inter-
national Laboratory for Tropical Agriculture 
Biotechnology, not less than $1,000,000 shall be 
made available for research and training foreign 
scientists at the University of California, Davis, 
and not less than $1,000,000 shall be made avail-
able to support a Center to Promote Bio-
technology in International Agriculture at 
Tuskegee University: Provided further, That not 
less than $4,000,000 shall be made available for 
the International Fertilizer Development Center: 
Provided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading may be made avail-
able for any activity which is in contravention 
to the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species of Flora and Fauna 
(CITES): Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading that are made 
available for assistance programs for displaced 
and orphaned children and victims of war, not 
to exceed $25,000, in addition to funds otherwise 
available for such purposes, may be used to 
monitor and provide oversight of such programs: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading not less than 
$500,000 shall be made available for support of 
the United States Telecommunications Training 
Institute: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading, not less than 
$17,000,000 shall be made available for the Amer-
ican Schools and Hospitals Abroad program: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, not less than 
$2,000,000 shall be available to support an inter-
national media training center: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, and the heading ‘‘Assistance for the 
Independent States’’, up to $7,000,000 should be 
made available for Carelift International: Pro-
vided further, That, of the funds appropriated 
by this Act for the Microenterprise Initiative 
(including any local currencies made available 
for the purposes of the Initiative), not less than 
one-half should be made available for programs 
providing loans of less than $300 to very poor 
people, particularly women, or for institutional 
support of organizations primarily engaged in 
making such loans: Provided further, That of 
the funds appropriated under this heading, up 
to $1,500,000 may be used to develop and inte-
grate, where appropriate, educational programs 
aimed at eliminating the practice of female gen-
ital mutilation: Provided further, That of the 
funds to be appropriated under this heading, 
$2,500,000 is available for the Foundation for 
Environmental Security and Sustainability to 
support environmental threat assessments with 
interdisciplinary experts and academicians uti-
lizing various technologies to address issues 
such as infectious disease, and other environ-
mental indicators and warnings as they pertain 
to the security of an area: Provided further, 
That of the amount appropriated or otherwise 
made available under this heading, $1,500,000 
shall be available only for Habitat for Humanity 
International, to be used to purchase 14 acres of 
land on behalf of Tibetan refugees living in 
northern India and for the construction of a 
multiunit development for Tibetan families. 

GLOBAL HEALTH 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of Chapters 1 and 10 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, for global health 

and related activities, in addition to funds oth-
erwise available for such purposes, $651,000,000 
to remain available until September 30, 2002: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than the amount of funds 
appropriated under the headings ‘‘Development 
Assistance’’ and ‘‘Child Survival and Disease 
Program Fund’’, for programs for the preven-
tion, treatment, and control of, and research on, 
infectious diseases in developing countries in 
fiscal year 2000 shall be made available for such 
activities in fiscal year 2001, of which amount 
not less than $225,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for such programs for HIV/AIDS including 
not less than $15,000,000 which shall be made 
available to support the development of 
microbicides as a means for combating HIV/ 
AIDS: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading for infectious dis-
eases, not less than $35,000,000 should be made 
available for programs for the prevention, treat-
ment, control of, and research on tuberculosis, 
and not less than $50,000,000 should be made 
available for programs for the prevention, treat-
ment, and control of, and research on, malaria: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading, not less than 
$50,000,000 shall be made available for a United 
States contribution to the Global Fund for Chil-
dren’s Vaccines, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law: Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading, not less 
than $1,200,000 should be made available to as-
sist blind children. 

CYPRUS 
Of the funds appropriated under the headings 

‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, not less than $15,000,000 shall be 
made available for Cyprus to be used only for 
scholarships, administrative support of the 
scholarship program, bicommunal projects, and 
measures aimed at reunification of the island 
and designed to reduce tensions and promote 
peace and cooperation between the two commu-
nities on Cyprus. 

LEBANON 
Of the funds appropriated under the headings 

‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, not less than $18,000,000 should be 
made available for Lebanon to be used, among 
other programs, for scholarships and direct sup-
port of the American educational institutions in 
Lebanon: Provided, That not less than 
$15,000,000 of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be made available from funds 
appropriated under the Economic Support 
Fund. 

IRAQ 
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 

of the funds appropriated under the headings 
‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, not less than $25,000,000 shall be 
made available for programs benefitting the 
Iraqi people, of which not less than $15,000,000 
shall be made available for food, medicine, and 
other humanitarian assistance (including re-
lated administrative, communications, logistical, 
and transportation costs) to be provided to the 
Iraqi people inside Iraq: Provided, That such as-
sistance shall be provided through the Iraqi Na-
tional Congress Support Foundation or the Iraqi 
National Congress: Provided further, That not 
less than $10,000,000 of the amounts made avail-
able for programs benefitting the Iraqi people 
shall be made available to the Iraqi National 
Congress Support Foundation or the Iraqi Na-
tional Congress for the production and broad-
casting inside Iraq of radio and satellite tele-
vision programming: Provided further, That the 
President shall, not later than 30 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, submit to the 
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a plan (in classi-
fied or unclassified form) for the transfer to the 
Iraqi National Congress Support Foundation or 
the Iraqi National Congress of humanitarian as-
sistance for the Iraqi people pursuant to this 
paragraph, and for the commencement of broad-
casting operations by them pursuant to this 
paragraph. 
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BURMA 

Of the funds appropriated under the headings 
‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ and ‘‘Development 
Assistance’’, not less than $6,500,000 shall be 
made available to support democracy activities 
in Burma, democracy and humanitarian activi-
ties along the Burma-Thailand border, and for 
Burmese student groups and other organizations 
located outside Burma: Provided, That funds 
made available for Burma-related activities 
under this heading may be made available not-
withstanding any other provision of law: Pro-
vided further, That the provision of such funds 
shall be made available subject to the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

CONSERVATION FUND 
Of the funds made available under the head-

ings ‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic 
Support Fund’’, not less than $3,000,000 shall be 
made available to support the preservation of 
habitats and related activities for endangered 
wildlife. 

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS 
None of the funds appropriated or otherwise 

made available by this Act for development as-
sistance may be made available to any United 
States private and voluntary organization, ex-
cept any cooperative development organization, 
which obtains less than 20 percent of its total 
annual funding for international activities from 
sources other than the United States Govern-
ment: Provided, That the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development may, on 
a case-by-case basis, waive the restriction con-
tained in this paragraph, after taking into ac-
count the effectiveness of the overseas develop-
ment activities of the organization, its level of 
volunteer support, its financial viability and 
stability, and the degree of its dependence for its 
financial support on the agency. 

Funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able under title II of this Act should be made 
available to private and voluntary organiza-
tions at a level which is at least equivalent to 
the level provided in fiscal year 1995. 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
For necessary expenses for international dis-

aster relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction 
assistance pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, $220,000,000, 
to remain available until expended. 

DEVELOPMENT CREDIT AUTHORITY PROGRAM 
ACCOUNT 

For administrative expenses to carry out the 
direct and guaranteed loan programs, $4,000,000, 
which may be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for ‘‘Operating Expenses of 
the Agency for International Development’’. 
PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE RETIREMENT 

AND DISABILITY FUND 
For payment to the ‘‘Foreign Service Retire-

ment and Disability Fund’’, as authorized by 
the Foreign Service Act of 1980, $44,489,000. 

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 667, $510,000,000. 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF INSPECTOR 
GENERAL 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 667, $25,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002, which sum shall 
be available for the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Agency for International Develop-
ment. 

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of chapter 4 of part II, $2,220,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2002: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than $840,000,000 shall be 
available only for Israel, which sum shall be 

available on a grant basis as a cash transfer 
and shall be disbursed within 30 days of the en-
actment of this Act or by October 31, 2000, 
whichever is later: Provided further, That not 
less than $695,000,000 shall be available only for 
Egypt, which sum shall be provided on a grant 
basis, and of which sum cash transfer assistance 
shall be provided with the understanding that 
Egypt will undertake significant economic re-
forms which are additional to those which were 
undertaken in previous fiscal years, and of 
which not less than $200,000,000 shall be pro-
vided as Commodity Import Program assistance: 
Provided further, That for fiscal year 2001, up 
to the Egyptian pound equivalent of $50,000,000 
generated from funds made available by this 
paragraph or generated from funds appro-
priated under this heading in prior appropria-
tions Acts, may be made available to the United 
States pursuant to the United States-Egypt Eco-
nomic, Technical and Related Assistance Agree-
ments of 1978, for the following activities under 
such Agreements: up to the Egyptian pound 
equivalent of $35,000,000 may be made available 
for costs associated with the relocation of the 
American University in Cairo, and up to the 
Egyptian pound equivalent of $15,000,000 may 
be made available for projects and programs in-
cluding establishment of an endowment, which 
promote the preservation and restoration of 
Egyptian antiquities, of which up to the Egyp-
tian pound equivalent of $3,000,000 may be made 
available for the Theban Mapping Project: Pro-
vided further, That in exercising the authority 
to provide cash transfer assistance for Israel, 
the President shall ensure that the level of such 
assistance does not cause an adverse impact on 
the total level of nonmilitary exports from the 
United States to such country and that Israel 
enters into a side letter agreement at least equiv-
alent to the fiscal year 1999 agreement: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than $150,000,000 shall be 
made available for assistance for Jordan: Pro-
vided further, That of funds made available 
under this heading not less than $2,000,000 shall 
be available to support the American Center for 
Oriental Research: Provided further, That of 
the funds appropriated under this heading, not 
less than $25,000,000 shall be made available for 
assistance for East Timor of which up to 
$1,000,000 may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for ‘‘Operating Expenses 
of the Agency for International Development’’: 
Provided further, That up to $10,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated under this heading should 
be used, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, to provide assistance to the National Demo-
cratic Alliance of Sudan to strengthen its ability 
to protect civilians from attacks, slave raids, 
and aerial bombardment by the Sudanese Gov-
ernment forces and its militia allies: Provided 
further, That in the previous proviso, the term 
‘‘assistance’’ includes non-lethal, non-food aid 
such as blankets, medicine, fuel, mobile clinics, 
water drilling equipment, communications 
equipment to notify civilians of aerial bombard-
ment, non-military vehicles, tents, and shoes. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE 
BALTIC STATES 

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989, $635,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2002, which shall 
be available, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for assistance and for related pro-
grams for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading not less than $89,000,000 shall be 
made available for assistance for Montenegro: 
Provided further, That of the funds made avail-
able under this heading and the headings 
‘‘International Narcotics Control and Law En-
forcement’’ and ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, not 
to exceed $75,000,000 shall be made available for 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: Provided further, That 

of the funds appropriated under this heading 
and made available to support training of local 
Kosova police and the temporary International 
Police Force (IPF), not less than $250,000 shall 
be available only to assist law enforcement offi-
cials to better identify and respond to cases of 
trafficking in persons. 

(b) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $60,000,000 should be 
made available for Croatia: Provided, That the 
Secretary of State shall make funds for activities 
and projects in Croatia available only after cer-
tifying that the Government of Croatia is ful-
filling its declared commitments: (1) to cooperate 
with the International Criminal Tribunal for 
Yugoslavia including providing documents; (2) 
to take immediate steps to end Croatian finan-
cial, political, security, and other support which 
has served to maintain separate Herceg Bosna 
institutions; (3) to establish a swift timetable 
and cooperate in support of the safe return of 
refugees; and (4) to accelerate political, media, 
electoral and anti-corruption reforms: Provided 
further, That the Secretary of State shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act on the 
progress achieved by the Government of Croatia 
in fulfilling pledges made to meet the preceding 
proviso. 

(c) None of the funds made available under 
this heading for Kosova shall be made available 
until the Secretary of State certifies that the re-
sources obligated and expended by the United 
States in Kosova do not exceed 15 percent of the 
total resources obligated and expended by all 
donors: Provided, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading for Kosova shall be 
made available for large scale physical infra-
structure reconstruction: Provided further, That 
of the funds made available under this heading 
for Kosova, not less than 50 percent shall be 
made available through non-government organi-
zations: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available under this heading for Kosova, 
not less than $1,300,000 shall be made available 
to support the National Albanian American 
Council’s training program for Kosovar women: 
Provided further, That of the funds appro-
priated under this heading not less than 
$750,000 shall be made available for a joint 
project developed by the University of Pristina, 
Kosova and the Dartmouth Medical School, 
U.S.A., to help restore the primary care capa-
bilities at the University of Pristina Medical 
School and in Kosova. 

(d) Funds appropriated under this heading or 
in prior appropriations Acts that are or have 
been made available for an Enterprise Fund 
may be deposited by such Fund in interest-bear-
ing accounts prior to the Fund’s disbursement of 
such funds for program purposes. The Fund 
may retain for such program purposes any in-
terest earned on such deposits without returning 
such interest to the Treasury of the United 
States and without further appropriation by the 
Congress. Funds made available for Enterprise 
Funds shall be expended at the minimum rate 
necessary to make timely payment for projects 
and activities. 

(e) Funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be considered to be economic assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for 
purposes of making available the administrative 
authorities contained in that Act for the use of 
economic assistance. 

(f) None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for new housing 
construction or repair or reconstruction of exist-
ing housing in Bosnia and Herzegovina unless 
directly related to the efforts of United States 
troops to promote peace in said country. 

(g) With regard to funds appropriated under 
this heading for the economic revitalization pro-
gram in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and local cur-
rencies generated by such funds (including the 
conversion of funds appropriated under this 
heading into currency used by Bosnia and 
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Herzegovina as local currency and local cur-
rency returned or repaid under such program) 
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development shall provide written ap-
proval for grants and loans prior to the obliga-
tion and expenditure of funds for such pur-
poses, and prior to the use of funds that have 
been returned or repaid to any lending facility 
or grantee. 

(h) The provisions of section 532 of this Act 
shall apply to funds made available under sub-
section (g) and to funds appropriated under this 
heading. 

(i) The President shall withhold funds appro-
priated under this heading made available for 
economic revitalization programs in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, if he determines and certifies to 
the Committees on Appropriations that the Fed-
eration of Bosnia and Herzegovina has not com-
plied with article III of annex 1–A of the Gen-
eral Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina concerning the withdrawal of 
foreign forces, and that intelligence cooperation 
on training, investigations, and related activi-
ties between Iranian officials and Bosnian offi-
cials has not been terminated. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES 
(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 

provisions of chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 and the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act, for assistance for the Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and for re-
lated programs, $775,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2002: Provided, That the 
provisions of such chapter shall apply to funds 
appropriated by this paragraph: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available for the 
Southern Caucasus region, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds may be used for 
confidence-building measures and other activi-
ties in furtherance of the peaceful resolution of 
the regional conflicts, especially those in the vi-
cinity of Abkhazia and Nagorno-Karabagh: 
Provided further, That of the amounts appro-
priated under this heading not less than 
$20,000,000 shall be made available solely for the 
Russian Far East, not less than $400,000 shall be 
made available to support the Cochran Fellow-
ship Program in Russia, and not less than 
$250,000 shall be made available to support the 
Moscow School of Political Studies: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than $1,500,000 shall be 
available only to meet the health and other as-
sistance needs of victims of trafficking in per-
sons. 

(b) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $175,000,000 should be 
made available for assistance for Ukraine: Pro-
vided, That of this amount, not less than 
$25,000,000 shall be made available for nuclear 
reactor safety initiatives, not less than 
$1,000,000 shall be made available to the Univer-
sity of Southern Alabama to study environ-
mental causes of birth defects, and not less than 
$5,000,000 shall be made available for the 
Ukranian Land and Resource Management 
Center. 

(c) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $94,000,000 shall be made 
available for assistance for Georgia of which not 
less than $25,000,000 shall be made available to 
support Border Security Guard initiatives, and 
not less than $5,000,000 shall be made available 
for development and training of municipal offi-
cials in water resource management, transpor-
tation and agribusiness. 

(d) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $89,000,000 shall be made 
available for assistance for Armenia. 

(e) Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support Act 
shall not apply to— 

(1) activities to support democracy or assist-
ance under title V of the FREEDOM Support 
Act and section 1424 of Public Law 104–201; 

(2) any assistance provided by the Trade and 
Development Agency under section 661 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421); 

(3) any activity carried out by a member of the 
United States and Foreign Commercial Service 
while acting within his or her official capacity; 

(4) any insurance, reinsurance, guarantee, or 
other assistance provided by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation under title IV of 
chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2191 et seq.); 

(5) any financing provided under the Export- 
Import Bank Act of 1945; or 

(6) humanitarian assistance. 
(f) Of the funds made available under this 

heading for nuclear safety activities, not to ex-
ceed 7 percent of the funds provided for any sin-
gle project may be used to pay for management 
costs incurred by a United States agency or na-
tional lab in administering said project. 

(g) Of the funds appropriated under title II of 
this Act not less than $12,000,000 shall be made 
available for assistance for Mongolia of which 
not less than $6,000,000 should be made avail-
able from funds appropriated under this head-
ing: Provided, That funds made available for as-
sistance for Mongolia may be made available in 
accordance with the purposes and utilizing the 
authorities provided in chapter 11 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

(h)(1) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading that are allocated for assistance for the 
Government of the Russian Federation, 50 per-
cent shall be withheld from obligation until the 
President determines and certifies in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations that the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation has termi-
nated implementation of arrangements to pro-
vide Iran with technical expertise, training, 
technology, or equipment necessary to develop a 
nuclear reactor, related nuclear research facili-
ties or programs, or ballistic missile capability. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to— 
(A) assistance to combat infectious diseases; 

and 
(B) activities authorized under title V (Non-

proliferation and Disarmament Programs and 
Activities) of the FREEDOM Support Act. 

(i) None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for assistance 
for the Government of the Russian Federation 
until the Secretary of State certifies that: (a) the 
Government of the Russian Federation is fully 
cooperating with international efforts to inves-
tigate allegations of war crimes and atrocities in 
Chechnya; and, (b) the Government of the Rus-
sian Federation is providing full access to inter-
national non-government organizations pro-
viding humanitarian relief to refugees and in-
ternally displaced persons in Chechnya: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading for assistance for Russia, not less 
than $10,000,000 shall be made available to non- 
government organizations providing humani-
tarian relief in Chechnya and Ingushetia. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY 
PEACE CORPS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), 
$244,000,000, including the purchase of not to ex-
ceed five passenger motor vehicles for adminis-
trative purposes for use outside the United 
States: Provided, That $24,000,000 of such sums 
be made available from funds already appro-
priated by the Act, that are not otherwise ear-
marked for specific purposes: Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be used to pay for abortions: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated under 
this heading shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW 

ENFORCEMENT 
For necessary expenses to carry out section 

481 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
$220,000,000. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec-

essary to enable the Secretary of State to pro-

vide, as authorized by law, a contribution to the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, as-
sistance to refugees, including contributions to 
the International Organization for Migration 
and the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, and other activities to meet refugee 
and migration needs; salaries and expenses of 
personnel and dependents as authorized by the 
Foreign Service Act of 1980; allowances as au-
thorized by sections 5921 through 5925 of title 5, 
United States Code; purchase and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and services as author-
ized by section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, $615,000,000, which shall remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not more than 
$14,000,000 shall be available for administrative 
expenses: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this heading to support activities 
and programs conducted by the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Refugees shall be made 
available subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided further, That not less than $60,000,000 
shall be made available for refugees from the 
former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and 
other refugees resettling in Israel. 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND 
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 2(c) of the Migration and Ref-
ugee Assistance Act of 1962, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 260(c)), $15,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the funds made 
available under this heading are appropriated 
notwithstanding the provisions contained in 
section 2(c)(2) of the Act which would limit the 
amount of funds which could be appropriated 
for this purpose. 
NONPROLIFERATION, ANTI-TERRORISM, DEMINING 

AND RELATED PROGRAMS 
For necessary expenses for nonproliferation, 

anti-terrorism and related programs and activi-
ties, $215,000,000, to carry out the provisions of 
chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for anti-terrorism assistance, section 
504 of the FREEDOM Support Act for the Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund, section 23 
of the Arms Export Control Act or the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 for demining activities, 
the clearance of unexploded ordnance, the de-
struction of small arms, and related activities, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, in-
cluding activities implemented through non-
governmental and international organizations, 
section 301 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
for a voluntary contribution to the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and a 
voluntary contribution to the Korean Peninsula 
Energy Development Organization (KEDO), and 
for a United States contribution to the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty Pre-
paratory Commission: Provided, That 20 days 
prior to the obligation of funds for use by the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Preparatory 
Commission, the Secretary of State shall provide 
a report to the Committees on Appropriations 
describing the anticipated use of such funds: 
Provided further, That of this amount not to ex-
ceed $15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, may be made available for the Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, to promote 
bilateral and multilateral activities relating to 
nonproliferation and disarmament: Provided 
further, That such funds may also be used for 
such countries other than the Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and inter-
national organizations when it is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States to 
do so: Provided further, That such funds shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency only if the Sec-
retary of State determines (and so reports to the 
Congress) that Israel is not being denied its 
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right to participate in the activities of that 
Agency: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, $40,000,000 
should be made available for demining, clear-
ance of unexploded ordnance, and related ac-
tivities: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available for demining and related activi-
ties, not to exceed $500,000, in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes, may be 
used for administrative expenses related to the 
operation and management of the demining pro-
gram. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 129 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (relating to international affairs 
technical assistance activities), $5,000,000, to re-
main available until expended, which shall be 
available notwithstanding any other provision 
of law. 

DEBT RESTRUCTURING 
For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of modifying 
loans and loan guarantees, as the President 
may determine, for which funds have been ap-
propriated or otherwise made available for pro-
grams within the International Affairs Budget 
Function 150, including the cost of selling, re-
ducing, or canceling amounts owed to the 
United States as a result of concessional loans 
made to eligible countries, pursuant to parts IV 
and V of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, and 
of modifying concessional credit agreements 
with least developed countries, as authorized 
under section 411 of the Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954, as amend-
ed, and concessional loans, guarantees and 
credit agreements, as authorized under section 
572 of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1989 (Public Law 100–461), $75,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That of this 
amount, funds may be made available to carry 
out the provisions of part V of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 or as a contribution to the 
Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Trust Fund 
administered by the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development: Provided fur-
ther, That funds made available to carry out the 
provisions of part V of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 or as a contribution to the Heavily 
Indebted Poor Countries Initiative (HIPC) or 
the HIPC Trust Fund shall be subject to author-
ization and approval by Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That any limitation of subsection (e) of 
section 411 of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954 shall not apply 
to funds appropriated hereunder or previously 
appropriated under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That the authority provided by section 572 
of Public Law 100–461 may be exercised only 
with respect to countries that are eligible to bor-
row from the International Development Asso-
ciation, but not from the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re-
ferred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ countries. 

TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 541 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $55,000,000: Provided, That the civil-
ian personnel for whom military education and 
training may be provided under this heading 
may include civilians who are not members of a 
government whose participation would con-
tribute to improved civil-military relations, civil-
ian control of the military, or respect for human 
rights: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated under this heading for grant financed 
military education and training for Indonesia 
and Guatemala may only be available for ex-
panded international military education and 
training and funds made available for Guate-

mala may only be provided through the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
For expenses necessary for grants to enable 

the President to carry out the provisions of sec-
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act, 
$3,519,000,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, not less than 
$1,980,000,000 shall be available for grants only 
for Israel, and not less than $1,300,000,000 shall 
be made available for grants only for Egypt: 
Provided further, That the funds appropriated 
by this paragraph for Israel shall be disbursed 
within 30 days of the enactment of this Act or 
by October 31, 2000, whichever is later: Provided 
further, That to the extent that the Government 
of Israel requests that funds be used for such 
purposes, grants made available for Israel by 
this paragraph shall, as agreed by Israel and 
the United States, be available for advanced 
weapons systems, of which not less than 26.26 
percent shall be available for the procurement in 
Israel of defense articles and defense services, 
including research and development: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph, not less than $75,000,000 shall be 
available for assistance for Jordan: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph, not less than $10,000,000 shall be 
made available for assistance for Tunisia: Pro-
vided further, That during fiscal year 2001, the 
President is authorized to, and shall, direct the 
draw-downs of defense articles from the stocks 
of the Department of Defense, defense services 
of the Department of Defense, and military edu-
cation and training of an aggregate value of not 
less than $4,000,000 under the authority of this 
proviso for Tunisia for the purposes of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and any 
amount so directed shall count toward meeting 
the earmark in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph, not less than $12,000,000 shall be 
made available for Georgia: Provided further, 
That during fiscal year 2001, the President is 
authorized to, and shall, direct the draw-downs 
of defense articles from the stocks of the Depart-
ment of Defense, defense services of the Depart-
ment of Defense, and military education and 
training of an aggregate value of not less than 
$5,000,000 under the authority of this proviso for 
Georgia for the purposes of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 and any amount so 
directed shall count toward meeting the earmark 
in the preceding proviso: Provided further, That 
pursuant to section 3(a)(2) of the Arms Export 
Control Act and section 505(a)(1)(B) of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the United States 
consents to the transfer by Turkey to Georgia of 
defense articles sold by the United States to 
Turkey having an aggregate, current market 
value of not to exceed $10,000,000 for fiscal year 
2001: Provided further, That funds appropriated 
by this paragraph shall be nonrepayable not-
withstanding any requirement in section 23 of 
the Arms Export Control Act: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this para-
graph shall be obligated upon apportionment in 
accordance with paragraph (5)(C) of title 31, 
United States Code, section 1501(a). 

None of the funds made available under this 
heading shall be available to finance the pro-
curement of defense articles, defense services, or 
design and construction services that are not 
sold by the United States Government under the 
Arms Export Control Act unless the foreign 
country proposing to make such procurements 
has first signed an agreement with the United 
States Government specifying the conditions 
under which such procurements may be fi-
nanced with such funds: Provided, That all 
country and funding level increases in alloca-
tions shall be submitted through the regular no-
tification procedures of section 515 of this Act: 
Provided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available for 

assistance for Sudan and Liberia: Provided fur-
ther, That funds made available under this 
heading may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for demining, the clear-
ance of unexploded ordnance, and related ac-
tivities, and may include activities implemented 
through nongovernmental and international or-
ganizations: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for assistance for Guatemala: Provided 
further, That only those countries for which as-
sistance was justified for the ‘‘Foreign Military 
Sales Financing Program’’ in the fiscal year 
1989 congressional presentation for security as-
sistance programs may utilize funds made avail-
able under this heading for procurement of de-
fense articles, defense services or design and 
construction services that are not sold by the 
United States Government under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be ex-
pended at the minimum rate necessary to make 
timely payment for defense articles and services: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$33,000,000 of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be obligated for necessary ex-
penses, including the purchase of passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only for use out-
side of the United States, for the general costs of 
administering military assistance and sales: Pro-
vided further, That not more than $340,000,000 
of funds realized pursuant to section 21(e)(1)(A) 
of the Arms Export Control Act may be obligated 
for expenses incurred by the Department of De-
fense during fiscal year 2001 pursuant to section 
43(b) of the Arms Export Control Act, except 
that this limitation may be exceeded only 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That foreign military financing pro-
gram funds estimated to be outlayed for Egypt 
during fiscal year 2001 shall be transferred to an 
interest bearing account for Egypt in the Fed-
eral Reserve Bank of New York within 30 days 
of enactment of this Act or by October 31, 2000, 
whichever is later: Provided further, That with-
drawal from the account shall be made only on 
authenticated instructions from the Defense Fi-
nance and Accounting Service: Provided fur-
ther, That in the event the interest bearing ac-
count is closed, the balance of the account shall 
be transferred promptly to the current appro-
priations account under this heading: Provided 
further, That none of the interest accrued by 
the account shall be obligated except as pro-
vided through the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations. 

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS 
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 551 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $85,000,000: Provided, That none of 
the funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be obligated or expended except as provided 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY 
For the United States contribution for the 

Global Environment Facility, $50,000,000, to the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment as trustee for the Global Environment 
Facility, by the Secretary of the Treasury, to re-
main available until expended, for contributions 
previously due. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 

For payment to the International Develop-
ment Association by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, $750,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE MULTILATERAL 
INVESTMENT GUARANTEE AGENCY 

For payment to the Multilateral Investment 
Guarantee Agency by the Secretary of the 
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Treasury, $4,000,000, for the United States paid- 
in share of the increase in capital stock, to re-
main available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
The United States Governor of the Multilat-

eral Investment Guarantee Agency may sub-
scribe without fiscal year limitation for the call-
able capital portion of the United States share 
of such capital stock in an amount not to exceed 
$80,000,000. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN 
INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

For payment to the Inter-American Invest-
ment Corporation, by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, $10,000,000, for the United States share of 
the increase in subscriptions to capital stock, to 
remain available until expended. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND 

For the United States contribution by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to the increase in re-
sources of the Asian Development Fund, as au-
thorized by the Asian Development Bank Act, as 
amended, $100,000,000, to remain available until 
expended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT 
BANK 

For payment to the African Development 
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
$6,100,000, for the United States paid-in share of 
the increase in capital stock, to remain available 
until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the African 
Development Bank may subscribe without fiscal 
year limitation for the callable capital portion of 
the United States share of such capital stock in 
an amount not to exceed $95,983,000. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT 
FUND 

For the United States contribution by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to the increase in re-
sources of the African Development Fund, 
$72,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR 
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 

For payment to the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, $35,779,000, for the United 
States share of the paid-in portion of the in-
crease in capital stock, to remain available until 
expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL 
SUBSCRIPTIONS 

The United States Governor of the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development may 
subscribe without fiscal year limitation to the 
callable capital portion of the United States 
share of such capital stock in an amount not to 
exceed $123,238,000. 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 301 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and of section 2 of the United Na-
tions Environment Program Participation Act of 
1973, $288,000,000: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall be 
made available for the United Nations Fund for 
Science and Technology: Provided further, That 
not less than $5,000,000 shall be made available 
to the World Food Program: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing, not less than $25,000,000 shall be made 
available for the United Nations Fund for Popu-
lation Activities (UNFPA): Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading that are made available to UNFPA 
shall be made available for activities in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China: Provided further, That 
with respect to any funds appropriated under 
this heading that are made available to UNFPA, 
UNFPA shall be required to maintain such 
funds in a separate account and not commingle 
them with any other funds: Provided further, 
That none of the funds appropriated under this 

heading may be made available to the Korean 
Peninsula Energy Development Organization 
(KEDO) or the International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA). 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF 

AVAILABILITY 
SEC. 501. Except for the appropriations enti-

tled ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’, and 
‘‘United States Emergency Refugee and Migra-
tion Assistance Fund’’, not more than 15 per-
cent of any appropriation item made available 
by this Act shall be obligated during the last 
month of availability. 

PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

SEC. 502. Notwithstanding section 614 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, none of the 
funds contained in title II of this Act may be 
used to carry out the provisions of section 209(d) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided, 
That none of the funds appropriated by title II 
of this Act may be transferred by the Agency for 
International Development directly to an inter-
national financial institution (as defined in sec-
tion 533 of this Act) for the purpose of repaying 
a foreign country’s loan obligations to such in-
stitution. 

LIMITATION ON RESIDENCE EXPENSES 
SEC. 503. Of the funds appropriated or made 

available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$126,500 shall be for official residence expenses 
of the Agency for International Development 
during the current fiscal year: Provided, That 
appropriate steps shall be taken to assure that, 
to the maximum extent possible, United States- 
owned foreign currencies are utilized in lieu of 
dollars. 

LIMITATION ON EXPENSES 
SEC. 504. Of the funds appropriated or made 

available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$5,000 shall be for entertainment expenses of the 
Agency for International Development during 
the current fiscal year. 
LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES 

SEC. 505. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$95,000 shall be available for representation al-
lowances for the Agency for International De-
velopment during the current fiscal year: Pro-
vided, That appropriate steps shall be taken to 
assure that, to the maximum extent possible, 
United States-owned foreign currencies are uti-
lized in lieu of dollars: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available by this Act for general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales under the heading ‘‘Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program’’, not to exceed $2,000 shall be 
available for entertainment expenses and not to 
exceed $50,000 shall be available for representa-
tion allowances: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available by this Act under the 
heading ‘‘International Military Education and 
Training’’, not to exceed $50,000 shall be avail-
able for entertainment allowances: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available by this 
Act for the Peace Corps, not to exceed a total of 
$4,000 shall be available for entertainment ex-
penses: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available by this Act under the heading 
‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, not to ex-
ceed $2,000 shall be available for representation 
and entertainment allowances 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS 
SEC. 506. None of the funds appropriated or 

made available (other than funds for ‘‘Non-
proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and Re-
lated Programs’’) pursuant to this Act, for car-
rying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
may be used, except for purposes of nuclear 
safety, to finance the export of nuclear equip-
ment, fuel, or technology. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR 
CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

SEC. 507. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 

shall be obligated or expended to finance di-
rectly any assistance or reparations to Cuba, 
Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Iran, Sudan, or 
Syria: Provided, That for purposes of this sec-
tion, the prohibition on obligations or expendi-
tures shall include direct loans, credits, insur-
ance and guarantees of the Export-Import Bank 
or its agents. 

MILITARY COUPS 
SEC. 508. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to finance di-
rectly any assistance to any country whose duly 
elected head of government is deposed by mili-
tary coup or decree: Provided, That assistance 
may be resumed to such country if the President 
determines and reports to the Committees on Ap-
propriations that subsequent to the termination 
of assistance a democratically elected govern-
ment has taken office. 

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS 
SEC. 509. None of the funds made available by 

this Act may be obligated under an appropria-
tion account to which they were not appro-
priated, except for transfers specifically pro-
vided for in this Act, unless the President, prior 
to the exercise of any authority contained in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to transfer funds, 
consults with and provides a written policy jus-
tification to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate. 

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 
SEC. 510. (a) Amounts certified pursuant to 

section 1311 of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1955, as having been obligated against ap-
propriations heretofore made under the author-
ity of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the 
same general purpose as any of the headings 
under title II of this Act are, if deobligated, 
hereby continued available for the same period 
as the respective appropriations under such 
headings or until September 30, 2001, whichever 
is later, and for the same general purpose, and 
for countries within the same region as origi-
nally obligated: Provided, That the Appropria-
tions Committees of both Houses of the Congress 
are notified 15 days in advance of the reobliga-
tion of such funds in accordance with regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations. 

(b) Obligated balances of funds appropriated 
to carry out section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act as of the end of the fiscal year imme-
diately preceding the current fiscal year are, if 
deobligated, hereby continued available during 
the current fiscal year for the same purpose 
under any authority applicable to such appro-
priations under this Act: Provided, That the au-
thority of this subsection may not be used in fis-
cal year 2001. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 
SEC. 511. No part of any appropriation con-

tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation after the expiration of the current fiscal 
year unless expressly so provided in this Act: 
Provided, That funds appropriated for the pur-
poses of chapters 1, 8, and 11 of part I, section 
667, and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and funds pro-
vided under the heading ‘‘Assistance for East-
ern Europe and the Baltic States’’, shall remain 
available until expended if such funds are ini-
tially obligated before the expiration of their re-
spective periods of availability contained in this 
Act: Provided further, That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, any funds made 
available for the purposes of chapter 1 of part I 
and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 which are allocated or obli-
gated for cash disbursements in order to address 
balance of payments or economic policy reform 
objectives, shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That the report re-
quired by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 shall designate for each coun-
try, to the extent known at the time of submis-
sion of such report, those funds allocated for 
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cash disbursement for balance of payment and 
economic policy reform purposes. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN 
DEFAULT 

SEC. 512. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used to furnish assist-
ance to any government which is in default dur-
ing a period in excess of one calendar year in 
payment to the United States of principal or in-
terest on any loan made to such government by 
the United States pursuant to a program for 
which funds are appropriated under this Act: 
Provided, That this section and section 620(q) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall not 
apply to funds made available for any nar-
cotics-related assistance for Colombia, Bolivia, 
and Peru authorized by the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 or the Arms Export Control Act. 

COMMERCE AND TRADE 
SEC. 513. (a) None of the funds appropriated 

or made available pursuant to this Act for direct 
assistance and none of the funds otherwise 
made available pursuant to this Act to the Ex-
port-Import Bank and the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation shall be obligated or ex-
pended to finance any loan, any assistance or 
any other financial commitments for estab-
lishing or expanding production of any com-
modity for export by any country other than the 
United States, if the commodity is likely to be in 
surplus on world markets at the time the result-
ing productive capacity is expected to become 
operative and if the assistance will cause sub-
stantial injury to United States producers of the 
same, similar, or competing commodity: Pro-
vided, That such prohibition shall not apply to 
the Export-Import Bank if in the judgment of its 
Board of Directors the benefits to industry and 
employment in the United States are likely to 
outweigh the injury to United States producers 
of the same, similar, or competing commodity, 
and the Chairman of the Board so notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this or 
any other Act to carry out chapter 1 of part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be 
available for any testing or breeding feasibility 
study, variety improvement or introduction, 
consultancy, publication, conference, or train-
ing in connection with the growth or production 
in a foreign country of an agricultural com-
modity for export which would compete with a 
similar commodity grown or produced in the 
United States: Provided, That this subsection 
shall not prohibit— 

(1) activities designed to increase food security 
in developing countries where such activities 
will not have a significant impact in the export 
of agricultural commodities of the United States; 
or 

(2) research activities intended primarily to 
benefit American producers. 

SURPLUS COMMODITIES 
SEC. 514. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 

instruct the United States Executive Directors of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, the International Development 
Association, the International Finance Corpora-
tion, the Inter-American Development Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, the Asian Devel-
opment Bank, the Inter-American Investment 
Corporation, the North American Development 
Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, the African Development 
Bank, and the African Development Fund to 
use the voice and vote of the United States to 
oppose any assistance by these institutions, 
using funds appropriated or made available pur-
suant to this Act, for the production or extrac-
tion of any commodity or mineral for export, if 
it is in surplus on world markets and if the as-
sistance will cause substantial injury to United 
States producers of the same, similar, or com-
peting commodity. 

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 515. (a) For the purposes of providing the 

executive branch with the necessary administra-

tive flexibility, none of the funds made available 
under this Act for ‘‘Development Assistance’’, 
‘‘Global Health’’, ‘‘International Organizations 
and Programs’’, ‘‘Trade and Development Agen-
cy’’, ‘‘International Narcotics Control and Law 
Enforcement’’, ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe 
and the Baltic States’’, ‘‘Assistance for the 
Independent States’’, ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’, ‘‘Peacekeeping Operations’’, ‘‘Oper-
ating Expenses of the Agency for International 
Development’’, ‘‘Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development Office of 
Inspector General’’, ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-ter-
rorism, Demining and Related Programs’’, ‘‘For-
eign Military Financing Program’’, ‘‘Inter-
national Military Education and Training’’, 
‘‘Peace Corps’’, and ‘‘Migration and Refugee 
Assistance’’, shall be available for obligation for 
activities, programs, projects, type of materiel 
assistance, countries, or other operations not 
justified or in excess of the amount justified to 
the Appropriations Committees for obligation 
under any of these specific headings unless the 
Appropriations Committees of both Houses of 
Congress are previously notified 15 days in ad-
vance: Provided, That the President shall not 
enter into any commitment of funds appro-
priated for the purposes of section 23 of the 
Arms Export Control Act for the provision of 
major defense equipment, other than conven-
tional ammunition, or other major defense items 
defined to be aircraft, ships, missiles, or combat 
vehicles, not previously justified to Congress or 
20 percent in excess of the quantities justified to 
Congress unless the Committees on Appropria-
tions are notified 15 days in advance of such 
commitment: Provided further, That this section 
shall not apply to any reprogramming for an ac-
tivity, program, or project under chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 of 
less than 10 percent of the amount previously 
justified to the Congress for obligation for such 
activity, program, or project for the current fis-
cal year: Provided further, That the require-
ments of this section or any similar provision of 
this Act or any other Act, including any prior 
Act requiring notification in accordance with 
the regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, may be waived if 
failure to do so would pose a substantial risk to 
human health or welfare: Provided further, 
That in case of any such waiver, notification to 
the Congress, or the appropriate congressional 
committees, shall be provided as early as prac-
ticable, but in no event later than 3 days after 
taking the action to which such notification re-
quirement was applicable, in the context of the 
circumstances necessitating such waiver: Pro-
vided further, That any notification provided 
pursuant to such a waiver shall contain an ex-
planation of the emergency circumstances. 

(b) Drawdowns made pursuant to section 
506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
shall be subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 

LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 
SEC. 516. Subject to the regular notification 

procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
funds appropriated under this Act or any pre-
viously enacted Act making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, which are returned or not made 
available for organizations and programs be-
cause of the implementation of section 307(a) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 2002. 

INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET 
UNION 

SEC. 517. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
under the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Inde-
pendent States’’ shall be made available for as-
sistance for a government of an Independent 
State of the former Soviet Union— 

(1) unless that government is making progress 
in implementing comprehensive economic re-
forms based on market principles, private own-

ership, respect for commercial contracts, and eq-
uitable treatment of foreign private investment; 
and 

(2) if that government applies or transfers 
United States assistance to any entity for the 
purpose of expropriating or seizing ownership or 
control of assets, investments, or ventures. 

Assistance may be furnished without regard to 
this subsection if the President determines that 
to do so is in the national interest. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent 
States’’ shall be made available for assistance 
for a government of an Independent State of the 
former Soviet Union if that government directs 
any action in violation of the territorial integ-
rity or national sovereignty of any other Inde-
pendent State of the former Soviet Union, such 
as those violations included in the Helsinki 
Final Act: Provided, That such funds may be 
made available without regard to the restriction 
in this subsection if the President determines 
that to do so is in the national security interest 
of the United States. 

(c) None of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent 
States’’ shall be made available for any state to 
enhance its military capability: Provided, That 
this restriction does not apply to demilitariza-
tion, demining or nonproliferation programs. 

(d) Funds appropriated under the heading 
‘‘Assistance for the Independent States’’ shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations. 

(e) Funds made available in this Act for as-
sistance for the Independent States of the 
former Soviet Union shall be subject to the pro-
visions of section 117 (relating to environment 
and natural resources) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

(f) Funds appropriated in this or prior appro-
priations Acts that are or have been made avail-
able for an Enterprise Fund in the Independent 
States of the Former Soviet Union may be depos-
ited by such Fund in interest-bearing accounts 
prior to the disbursement of such funds by the 
Fund for program purposes. The Fund may re-
tain for such program purposes any interest 
earned on such deposits without returning such 
interest to the Treasury of the United States 
and without further appropriation by the Con-
gress. Funds made available for Enterprise 
Funds shall be expended at the minimum rate 
necessary to make timely payment for projects 
and activities. 

(g) In issuing new task orders, entering into 
contracts, or making grants, with funds appro-
priated in this Act or prior appropriations Acts 
under the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Inde-
pendent States’’ and under comparable head-
ings in prior appropriations Acts, for projects or 
activities that have as one of their primary pur-
poses the fostering of private sector develop-
ment, the Coordinator for United States Assist-
ance to the New Independent States and the im-
plementing agency shall encourage the partici-
pation of and give significant weight to contrac-
tors and grantees who propose investing a sig-
nificant amount of their own resources (includ-
ing volunteer services and in-kind contribu-
tions) in such projects and activities. 

PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR ABORTIONS AND 
INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATION 

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available to 
carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, may be used to pay for the 
performance of abortions as a method of family 
planning or to motivate or coerce any person to 
practice abortions. None of the funds made 
available to carry out part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be 
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used to pay for the performance of involuntary 
sterilization as a method of family planning or 
to coerce or provide any financial incentive to 
any person to undergo sterilizations. None of 
the funds made available to carry out part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
may be used to pay for any biomedical research 
which relates in whole or in part, to methods of, 
or the performance of, abortions or involuntary 
sterilization as a means of family planning. 
None of the funds made available to carry out 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, may be obligated or expended for any 
country or organization if the President certifies 
that the use of these funds by any such country 
or organization would violate any of the above 
provisions related to abortions and involuntary 
sterilizations: Provided, That none of the funds 
made available under this Act may be used to 
lobby for or against abortion. 

EXPORT FINANCING TRANSFER AUTHORITIES 
SEC. 519. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-

propriation other than for administrative ex-
penses made available for fiscal year 2001, for 
programs under title I of this Act may be trans-
ferred between such appropriations for use for 
any of the purposes, programs, and activities for 
which the funds in such receiving account may 
be used, but no such appropriation, except as 
otherwise specifically provided, shall be in-
creased by more than 25 percent by any such 
transfer: Provided, That the exercise of such au-
thority shall be subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions. 

SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
SEC. 520. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act shall be obligated or expended for Co-
lombia, Haiti, Liberia, Pakistan, Serbia, Sudan, 
or the Democratic Republic of Congo except as 
provided through the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committees on Appropriations. 
DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND ACTIVITY 

SEC. 521. For the purpose of this Act, ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ shall be defined at 
the appropriations Act account level and shall 
include all appropriations and authorizations 
Acts earmarks, ceilings, and limitations with the 
exception that for the following accounts: Eco-
nomic Support Fund and Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program, ‘‘program, project, and activ-
ity’’ shall also be considered to include country, 
regional, and central program level funding 
within each such account; for the development 
assistance accounts of the Agency for Inter-
national Development ‘‘program, project, and 
activity’’ shall also be considered to include cen-
tral program level funding, either as: (1) justi-
fied to the Congress; or (2) allocated by the exec-
utive branch in accordance with a report, to be 
provided to the Committees on Appropriations 
within 30 days of the enactment of this Act, as 
required by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961. 

CHILD SURVIVAL, AIDS, AND OTHER ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 522. Up to $10,000,000 of the funds made 

available by this Act for assistance for health, 
family planning, child survival, environment, 
basic education, and AIDS, may be used to reim-
burse United States Government agencies, agen-
cies of State governments, institutions of higher 
learning, and private and voluntary organiza-
tions for the full cost of individuals (including 
for the personal services of such individuals) de-
tailed or assigned to, or contracted by, as the 
case may be, the Agency for International De-
velopment for the purpose of carrying out child 
survival, basic education, and infectious disease 
activities: Provided, That up to $1,500,000 of the 
funds made available by this Act for assistance 
under the heading ‘‘Development Assistance’’ 
may be used to reimburse such agencies, institu-
tions, and organizations for such costs of such 
individuals carrying out other development as-
sistance activities: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated by this Act that are made avail-
able for child survival activities or disease pro-
grams including activities relating to research 
on, and the prevention, treatment and control 

of, Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome may 
be made available notwithstanding any provi-
sion of law that restricts assistance to foreign 
countries: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated by this Act that are made available for 
family planning activities may be made avail-
able notwithstanding section 512 of this Act and 
section 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO 
CERTAIN COUNTRIES 

SEC. 523. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated to finance indirectly any as-
sistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq, Libya, 
Iran, Syria, North Korea, or the People’s Re-
public of China, unless the President of the 
United States certifies that the withholding of 
these funds is contrary to the national interest 
of the United States. 

NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT 
SEC. 524. Prior to providing excess Department 

of Defense articles in accordance with section 
516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the 
Department of Defense shall notify the Commit-
tees on Appropriations to the same extent and 
under the same conditions as are other commit-
tees pursuant to subsection (f) of that section: 
Provided, That before issuing a letter of offer to 
sell excess defense articles under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act, the Department of Defense 
shall notify the Committees on Appropriations 
in accordance with the regular notification pro-
cedures of such Committees: Provided further, 
That such Committees shall also be informed of 
the original acquisition cost of such defense ar-
ticles. 

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT 
SEC. 525. Funds appropriated by this Act may 

be obligated and expended notwithstanding sec-
tion 10 of Public Law 91–672 and section 15 of 
the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956. 

DEMOCRACY IN CHINA 
SEC. 526. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries, funds appropriated by this Act for ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ may be made available to 
provide general support and grants for non-
governmental organizations located outside the 
People’s Republic of China that have as their 
primary purpose fostering democracy in that 
country, and for activities of nongovernmental 
organizations located outside the People’s Re-
public of China to foster rule of law and democ-
racy in that country: Provided, That none of 
the funds made available for activities to foster 
democracy in the People’s Republic of China 
may be made available for assistance to the gov-
ernment of that country, except that funds ap-
propriated by this Act under the heading ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ that are made available 
for the National Endowment for Democracy or 
its grantees may be made available for activities 
to foster democracy in that country notwith-
standing this proviso and any other provision of 
law: Provided further, That funds made avail-
able pursuant to the authority of this section 
shall be subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO 
TERRORIST COUNTRIES 

SEC. 527. (a) Funds appropriated for bilateral 
assistance under any heading of this Act and 
funds appropriated under any such heading in 
a provision of law enacted prior to the enact-
ment of this Act, shall not be made available to 
any country which the President determines— 

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to any 
individual or group which has committed an act 
of international terrorism; or 

(2) otherwise supports international terrorism. 
(b) The President may waive the application 

of subsection (a) to a country if the President 
determines that national security or humani-
tarian reasons justify such waiver. The Presi-
dent shall publish each waiver in the Federal 
Register and, at least 15 days before the waiver 
takes effect, shall notify the Committees on Ap-

propriations of the waiver (including the jus-
tification for the waiver) in accordance with the 
regular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. 

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES 
SEC. 528. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, and subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
the authority of section 23(a) of the Arms Export 
Control Act may be used to provide financing to 
Israel, Egypt and NATO and major non-NATO 
allies for the procurement by leasing (including 
leasing with an option to purchase) of defense 
articles from United States commercial suppliers, 
not including Major Defense Equipment (other 
than helicopters and other types of aircraft hav-
ing possible civilian application), if the Presi-
dent determines that there are compelling for-
eign policy or national security reasons for 
those defense articles being provided by commer-
cial lease rather than by government-to-govern-
ment sale under such Act. 

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE 
SEC. 529. All Agency for International Devel-

opment contracts and solicitations, and sub-
contracts entered into under such contracts, 
shall include a clause requiring that United 
States insurance companies have a fair oppor-
tunity to bid for insurance when such insurance 
is necessary or appropriate. 

STINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION 
SEC. 530. (a) PROHIBITION.—Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law and except as pro-
vided in subsection (b), the United States may 
not sell or otherwise make available under the 
Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 any Sting-
er ground-to-air missiles to any country bor-
dering the Persian Gulf. 

(b) ADDITIONAL TRANSFERS AUTHORIZED.—In 
addition to other defense articles authorized to 
be transferred by section 581 of the Foreign Op-
erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriation Act, 1990, the United 
States may sell or make available, under the 
Arms Export Control Act or chapter 2 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, Stinger 
ground-to-air missiles to any country bordering 
the Persian Gulf in order to replace, on a one- 
for-one basis, Stinger missiles previously fur-
nished to such country if the Stinger missiles to 
be replaced are nearing the scheduled expiration 
of their shelf-life. 

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 531. In order to enhance the continued 

participation of nongovernmental organizations 
in economic assistance activities under the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, including endow-
ments, debt-for-development and debt-for-nature 
exchanges, a nongovernmental organization 
which is a grantee or contractor of the Agency 
for International Development may place in in-
terest bearing accounts funds made available 
under this Act or prior Acts or local currencies 
which accrue to that organization as a result of 
economic assistance provided under title II of 
this Act and any interest earned on such invest-
ment shall be used for the purpose for which the 
assistance was provided to that organization. 

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS 
SEC. 532. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR LOCAL 

CURRENCIES.—(1) If assistance is furnished to 
the government of a foreign country under 
chapters 1 and 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 under 
agreements which result in the generation of 
local currencies of that country, the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall— 

(A) require that local currencies be deposited 
in a separate account established by that gov-
ernment; 

(B) enter into an agreement with that govern-
ment which sets forth— 

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be 
generated; and 

(ii) the terms and conditions under which the 
currencies so deposited may be utilized, con-
sistent with this section; and 
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(C) establish by agreement with that govern-

ment the responsibilities of the Agency for Inter-
national Development and that government to 
monitor and account for deposits into and dis-
bursements from the separate account. 

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be 
agreed upon with the foreign government, local 
currencies deposited in a separate account pur-
suant to subsection (a), or an equivalent 
amount of local currencies, shall be used only— 

(A) to carry out chapters 1 or 10 of part I or 
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), for 
such purposes as— 

(i) project and sector assistance activities; or 
(ii) debt and deficit financing; or 
(B) for the administrative requirements of the 

United States Government. 
(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The 

Agency for International Development shall 
take all necessary steps to ensure that the 
equivalent of the local currencies disbursed pur-
suant to subsection (a)(2)(A) from the separate 
account established pursuant to subsection 
(a)(1) are used for the purposes agreed upon 
pursuant to subsection (a)(2). 

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 
Upon termination of assistance to a country 
under chapters 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of 
part II (as the case may be), any unencumbered 
balances of funds which remain in a separate 
account established pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall be disposed of for such purposes as may be 
agreed to by the government of that country 
and the United States Government. 

(5) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall report on an annual basis as part of 
the justification documents submitted to the 
Committees on Appropriations on the use of 
local currencies for the administrative require-
ments of the United States Government as au-
thorized in subsection (a)(2)(B), and such report 
shall include the amount of local currency (and 
United States dollar equivalent) used and/or to 
be used for such purpose in each applicable 
country. 

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS-
FERS.—(1) If assistance is made available to the 
government of a foreign country, under chapters 
1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as cash transfer 
assistance or as nonproject sector assistance, 
that country shall be required to maintain such 
funds in a separate account and not commingle 
them with any other funds. 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF 
LAW.—Such funds may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding provisions of law 
which are inconsistent with the nature of this 
assistance including provisions which are ref-
erenced in the Joint Explanatory Statement of 
the Committee of Conference accompanying 
House Joint Resolution 648 (House Report No. 
98–1159). 

(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least 15 days prior to 
obligating any such cash transfer or nonproject 
sector assistance, the President shall submit a 
notification through the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
which shall include a detailed description of 
how the funds proposed to be made available 
will be used, with a discussion of the United 
States interests that will be served by the assist-
ance (including, as appropriate, a description of 
the economic policy reforms that will be pro-
moted by such assistance). 

(4) EXEMPTION.—Nonproject sector assistance 
funds may be exempt from the requirements of 
subsection (b)(1) only through the notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 
COMPENSATION FOR UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE 

DIRECTORS TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS 
SEC. 533. (a) No funds appropriated by this 

Act may be made as payment to any inter-
national financial institution while the United 
States Executive Director to such institution is 

compensated by the institution at a rate which, 
together with whatever compensation such Di-
rector receives from the United States, is in ex-
cess of the rate provided for an individual occu-
pying a position at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code, or while any alternate United 
States Director to such institution is com-
pensated by the institution at a rate in excess of 
the rate provided for an individual occupying a 
position at level V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) For purposes of this section, ‘‘inter-
national financial institutions’’ are: the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, the Inter-American Development Bank, 
the Asian Development Bank, the Asian Devel-
opment Fund, the African Development Bank, 
the African Development Fund, the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the North American 
Development Bank, and the European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development. 

COMPLIANCE WITH UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS 
AGAINST IRAQ 

SEC. 534. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act to 
carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (in-
cluding title IV of chapter 2 of part I, relating 
to the Overseas Private Investment Corporation) 
or the Arms Export Control Act may be used to 
provide assistance to any country that is not in 
compliance with the United Nations Security 
Council sanctions against Iraq unless the Presi-
dent determines and so certifies to the Congress 
that— 

(1) such assistance is in the national interest 
of the United States; 

(2) such assistance will directly benefit the 
needy people in that country; or 

(3) the assistance to be provided will be hu-
manitarian assistance for foreign nationals who 
have fled Iraq and Kuwait. 
AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, INTER-

NATIONAL FUND FOR AGRICULTURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, AND AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDA-
TION 
SEC. 535. (a) Unless expressly provided to the 

contrary, provisions of this or any other Act, in-
cluding provisions contained in prior Acts au-
thorizing or making appropriations for foreign 
operations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, shall not be construed to prohibit activi-
ties authorized by or conducted under the Peace 
Corps Act or the African Development Founda-
tion Act. The agency shall promptly report to 
the Committees on Appropriations whenever it is 
conducting activities or is proposing to conduct 
activities in a country for which assistance is 
prohibited. 

(b) Unless expressly provided to the contrary, 
limitations on the availability of funds for 
‘‘International Organizations and Programs’’ in 
this or any other Act, including prior appropria-
tions Acts, shall not be construed to be applica-
ble to the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development. 

IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES 
SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be obligated or expended to pro-
vide— 

(a) any financial incentive to a business en-
terprise currently located in the United States 
for the purpose of inducing such an enterprise 
to relocate outside the United States if such in-
centive or inducement is likely to reduce the 
number of employees of such business enterprise 
in the United States because United States pro-
duction is being replaced by such enterprise out-
side the United States; 

(b) assistance for the purpose of establishing 
or developing in a foreign country any export 
processing zone or designated area in which the 
tax, tariff, labor, environment, and safety laws 
of that country do not apply, in part or in 
whole, to activities carried out within that zone 
or area, unless the President determines and 
certifies that such assistance is not likely to 
cause a loss of jobs within the United States; or 

(c) assistance for any project or activity that 
contributes to the violation of internationally 
recognized workers rights, as defined in section 
502(a)(4) of the Trade Act of 1974, of workers in 
the recipient country, including any designated 
zone or area in that country: Provided, That in 
recognition that the application of this sub-
section should be commensurate with the level 
of development of the recipient country and sec-
tor, the provisions of this subsection shall not 
preclude assistance for the informal sector in 
such country, micro and small-scale enterprise, 
and smallholder agriculture. 

FUNDING PROHIBITION FOR SERBIA 
SEC. 537. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be made available for assistance 
for the Republic of Serbia: Provided, That this 
restriction shall not apply to assistance for 
Kosova or Montenegro, or to assistance to pro-
mote democratization: Provided further, That 
section 620(t) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, shall not apply to Kosova or 
Montenegro. 

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES 
SEC. 538. (a) Funds appropriated in titles I 

and II of this Act that are made available for 
Afghanistan, Lebanon, Montenegro, and for 
victims of war, displaced children, displaced 
Burmese, humanitarian assistance for Romania, 
and humanitarian assistance for the peoples of 
Kosova, may be made available notwithstanding 
any other provision of law: Provided, That any 
such funds that are made available for Cam-
bodia shall be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 531(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and section 906 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1985. 

(b) Funds appropriated by this Act to carry 
out the provisions of sections 103 through 106 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may be used, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, for 
the purpose of supporting tropical forestry and 
biodiversity conservation activities and, subject 
to the regular notification procedures of the 
Committees on Appropriations, energy programs 
aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions: 
Provided, That such assistance shall be subject 
to sections 116, 502B, and 620A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

(c) The Agency for International Development 
may employ personal services contractors, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, for the 
purpose of administering programs for the West 
Bank and Gaza. 

(d)(1) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
provisions of section 1003 of Public Law 100–204 
if the President determines and certifies in writ-
ing to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President pro tempore of the Sen-
ate that it is important to the national security 
interests of the United States. 

(2) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—Any 
waiver pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be effec-
tive for no more than a period of 6 months at a 
time and shall not apply beyond 12 months after 
the enactment of this Act. 

POLICY ON TERMINATING THE ARAB LEAGUE 
BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL 

SEC. 539. It is the sense of the Congress that— 
(1) the Arab League countries should imme-

diately and publicly renounce the primary boy-
cott of Israel and the secondary and tertiary 
boycott of American firms that have commercial 
ties with Israel; 

(2) the decision by the Arab League in 1997 to 
reinstate the boycott against Israel was deeply 
troubling and disappointing; 

(3) the Arab League should immediately re-
scind its decision on the boycott and its members 
should develop normal relations with their 
neighbor Israel; and 

(4) the President should— 
(A) take more concrete steps to encourage vig-

orously Arab League countries to renounce pub-
licly the primary boycotts of Israel and the sec-
ondary and tertiary boycotts of American firms 
that have commercial relations with Israel as a 
confidence-building measure; 
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(B) take into consideration the participation 

of any recipient country in the primary boycott 
of Israel and the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of American firms that have commercial re-
lations with Israel when determining whether to 
sell weapons to said country; 

(C) report to Congress on the specific steps 
being taken by the President to bring about a 
public renunciation of the Arab primary boycott 
of Israel and the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of American firms that have commercial re-
lations with Israel and to expand the process of 
normalizing ties between Arab League countries 
and Israel; and 

(D) encourage the allies and trading partners 
of the United States to enact laws prohibiting 
businesses from complying with the boycott and 
penalizing businesses that do comply. 

ANTI-NARCOTICS ACTIVITIES 
SEC. 540. Of the funds appropriated or other-

wise made available by this Act for ‘‘Economic 
Support Fund’’, assistance may be provided to 
strengthen the administration of justice in coun-
tries in Latin America and the Caribbean and in 
other regions consistent with the provisions of 
section 534(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, except that programs to enhance protec-
tion of participants in judicial cases may be 
conducted notwithstanding section 660 of that 
Act. Section 534(c) and the second and third 
sentences of section 534(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 are repealed. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 541. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-

GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restrictions 
contained in this or any other Act with respect 
to assistance for a country shall not be con-
strued to restrict assistance in support of pro-
grams of nongovernmental organizations from 
funds appropriated by this Act to carry out the 
provisions of chapters 1, 10, and 11 of part I and 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and from funds appropriated under 
the heading ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and 
the Baltic States’’: Provided, That the President 
shall take into consideration, in any case in 
which a restriction on assistance would be ap-
plicable but for this subsection, whether assist-
ance in support of programs of nongovernmental 
organizations is in the national interest of the 
United States: Provided further, That before 
using the authority of this subsection to furnish 
assistance in support of programs of nongovern-
mental organizations, the President shall notify 
the Committees on Appropriations under the 
regular notification procedures of those commit-
tees, including a description of the program to 
be assisted, the assistance to be provided, and 
the reasons for furnishing such assistance: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to alter any existing statu-
tory prohibitions against abortion or involun-
tary sterilizations contained in this or any other 
Act. 

(b) PUBLIC LAW 480.—During fiscal year 2001, 
restrictions contained in this or any other Act 
with respect to assistance for a country shall 
not be construed to restrict assistance under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954: Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated to carry out title I of such Act and 
made available pursuant to this subsection may 
be obligated or expended except as provided 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply— 

(1) with respect to section 620A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or any comparable provi-
sion of law prohibiting assistance to countries 
that support international terrorism; or 

(2) with respect to section 116 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or any comparable provi-
sion of law prohibiting assistance to the govern-
ment of a country that violates internationally 
recognized human rights. 

EARMARKS 
SEC. 542. (a) Funds appropriated by this Act 

which are earmarked may be reprogrammed for 
other programs within the same account not-
withstanding the earmark if compliance with 
the earmark is made impossible by operation of 
any provision of this or any other Act or, with 
respect to a country with which the United 
States has an agreement providing the United 
States with base rights or base access in that 
country, if the President determines that the re-
cipient for which funds are earmarked has sig-
nificantly reduced its military or economic co-
operation with the United States since the en-
actment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1991; however, before exercising the author-
ity of this subsection with regard to a base 
rights or base access country which has signifi-
cantly reduced its military or economic coopera-
tion with the United States, the President shall 
consult with, and shall provide a written policy 
justification to the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided, That any such reprogramming 
shall be subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided further, That assistance that is repro-
grammed pursuant to this subsection shall be 
made available under the same terms and condi-
tions as originally provided. 

(b) In addition to the authority contained in 
subsection (a), the original period of availability 
of funds appropriated by this Act and adminis-
tered by the Agency for International Develop-
ment that are earmarked for particular pro-
grams or activities by this or any other Act shall 
be extended for an additional fiscal year if the 
Administrator of such agency determines and 
reports promptly to the Committees on Appro-
priations that the termination of assistance to a 
country or a significant change in cir-
cumstances makes it unlikely that such ear-
marked funds can be obligated during the origi-
nal period of availability: Provided, That such 
earmarked funds that are continued available 
for an additional fiscal year shall be obligated 
only for the purpose of such earmark. 

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS 
SEC. 543. Ceilings and earmarks contained in 

this Act shall not be applicable to funds or au-
thorities appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by any subsequent Act unless such Act spe-
cifically so directs. Earmarks or minimum fund-
ing requirements contained in any other Act 
shall not be applicable to funds appropriated by 
this Act. 

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA 
SEC. 544. No part of any appropriation con-

tained in this Act shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes within the United States 
not authorized before the date of the enactment 
of this Act by the Congress: Provided, That not 
to exceed $750,000 may be made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 316 of Public 
Law 96–533. 

PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND 
PRODUCTS 

SEC. 545. (a) To the maximum extent possible, 
assistance provided under this Act should make 
full use of American resources, including com-
modities, products, and services. 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that, to the 
greatest extent practicable, all agriculture com-
modities, equipment and products purchased 
with funds made available in this Act should be 
American-made. 

(c) In providing financial assistance to, or en-
tering into any contract with, any entity using 
funds made available in this Act, the head of 
each Federal agency, to the greatest extent 
practicable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection (b) 
by the Congress. 

(d) The Secretary of the Treasury shall report 
to Congress annually on the efforts of the heads 
of each Federal agency and the United States 
directors of international financial institutions 

(as referenced in section 514) in complying with 
this sense of the Congress. 

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS 
MEMBERS 

SEC. 546. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act for carrying 
out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, may be 
used to pay in whole or in part any assessments, 
arrearages, or dues of any member of the United 
Nations or, from funds appropriated by this Act 
to carry out chapter 1 of part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, the costs for participa-
tion of another country’s delegation at inter-
national conferences held under the auspices of 
multilateral or international organizations. 

CONSULTING SERVICES 
SEC. 547. The expenditure of any appropria-

tion under this Act for any consulting service 
through procurement contract, pursuant to sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, shall be 
limited to those contracts where such expendi-
tures are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under existing 
Executive order pursuant to existing law. 

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS— 
DOCUMENTATION 

SEC. 548. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act shall be 
available to a private voluntary organization 
which fails to provide upon timely request any 
document, file, or record necessary to the audit-
ing requirements of the Agency for Inter-
national Development. 
PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOVERN-

MENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY EQUIP-
MENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTER-
NATIONAL TERRORISM 
SEC. 549. (a) None of the funds appropriated 

or otherwise made available by this Act may be 
available to any foreign government which pro-
vides lethal military equipment to a country the 
government of which the Secretary of State has 
determined is a terrorist government for pur-
poses of section 40(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act. The prohibition under this section with 
respect to a foreign government shall terminate 
12 months after that government ceases to pro-
vide such military equipment. This section ap-
plies with respect to lethal military equipment 
provided under a contract entered into after Oc-
tober 1, 1997. 

(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a) or 
any other similar provision of law, may be fur-
nished if the President determines that fur-
nishing such assistance is important to the na-
tional interests of the United States. 

(c) Whenever the waiver of subsection (b) is 
exercised, the President shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report with 
respect to the furnishing of such assistance. 
Any such report shall include a detailed expla-
nation of the assistance to be provided, includ-
ing the estimated dollar amount of such assist-
ance, and an explanation of how the assistance 
furthers United States national interests. 
WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING FINES 

OWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES 
SEC. 550. (a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds made 

available for a foreign country under part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, an amount 
equivalent to 110 percent of the total unpaid 
fully adjudicated parking fines and penalties 
owed to the District of Columbia by such coun-
try as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall be withheld from obligation for such coun-
try until the Secretary of State certifies and re-
ports in writing to the appropriate congressional 
committees that such fines and penalties are 
fully paid to the government of the District of 
Columbia. 

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees’’ means the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committee on International Re-
lations and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. 
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LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR THE 

WEST BANK AND GAZA 
SEC. 551. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be obligated for assistance for the 
Palestine Liberation Organization for the West 
Bank and Gaza unless the President has exer-
cised the authority under section 604(a) of the 
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995 (title 
VI of Public Law 104–107) or any other legisla-
tion to suspend or make inapplicable section 307 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and that 
suspension is still in effect: Provided, That if 
the President fails to make the certification 
under section 604(b)(2) of the Middle East Peace 
Facilitation Act of 1995 or to suspend the prohi-
bition under other legislation, funds appro-
priated by this Act may not be obligated for as-
sistance for the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion for the West Bank and Gaza. 

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS DRAWDOWN 
SEC. 552. If the President determines that 

doing so will contribute to a just resolution of 
charges regarding genocide or other violations 
of international humanitarian law, the Presi-
dent may direct a drawdown pursuant to sec-
tion 552(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended, of up to $30,000,000 of commodities 
and services for the United Nations War Crimes 
Tribunal established with regard to the former 
Yugoslavia by the United Nations Security 
Council or such other tribunals or commissions 
as the Council may establish to deal with such 
violations, without regard to the ceiling limita-
tion contained in paragraph (2) thereof: Pro-
vided, That the determination required under 
this section shall be in lieu of any determina-
tions otherwise required under section 552(c): 
Provided further, That 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter until September 30, 2001, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit a report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations describing the steps 
the United States Government is taking to col-
lect information regarding allegations of geno-
cide or other violations of international law in 
the former Yugoslavia and to furnish that infor-
mation to the United Nations War Crimes Tri-
bunal for the former Yugoslavia: Provided fur-
ther, That the drawdown made under this sec-
tion for any tribunal shall not be construed as 
an endorsement or precedent for the establish-
ment of any standing or permanent inter-
national criminal tribunal or court: Provided 
further, That funds made available for tribunals 
other than Yugoslavia or Rwanda shall be made 
available subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 

LANDMINES 
SEC. 553. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, demining equipment available to the 
Agency for International Development and the 
Department of State and used in support of the 
clearance of landmines and unexploded ord-
nance for humanitarian purposes may be dis-
posed of on a grant basis in foreign countries, 
subject to such terms and conditions as the 
President may prescribe. 

RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN 
AUTHORITY 

SEC. 554. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended to create 
in any part of Jerusalem a new office of any de-
partment or agency of the United States Govern-
ment for the purpose of conducting official 
United States Government business with the 
Palestinian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or 
any successor Palestinian governing entity pro-
vided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin-
ciples: Provided, That this restriction shall not 
apply to the acquisition of additional space for 
the existing Consulate General in Jerusalem: 
Provided further, That meetings between offi-
cers and employees of the United States and of-
ficials of the Palestinian Authority, or any suc-
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided for 
in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Principles, for 
the purpose of conducting official United States 

Government business with such authority 
should continue to take place in locations other 
than Jerusalem. As has been true in the past, of-
ficers and employees of the United States Gov-
ernment may continue to meet in Jerusalem on 
other subjects with Palestinians (including 
those who now occupy positions in the Pales-
tinian Authority), have social contacts, and 
have incidental discussions. 
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN EXPENSES 
SEC. 555. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act under the 
headings ‘‘International Military Education 
and Training’’ or ‘‘Foreign Military Financing 
Program’’ for Informational Program activities 
or under the headings ‘‘Global Health’’, ‘‘Devel-
opment Assistance’’, and ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’ may be obligated or expended to pay 
for— 

(1) alcoholic beverages; or 
(2) entertainment expenses for activities that 

are substantially of a recreational character, in-
cluding entrance fees at sporting events and 
amusement parks. 

COMPETITIVE PRICING FOR SALES OF DEFENSE 
ARTICLES 

SEC. 556. Direct costs associated with meeting 
a foreign customer’s additional or unique re-
quirements will continue to be allowable under 
contracts under section 22(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act. Loadings applicable to such direct 
costs shall be permitted at the same rates appli-
cable to procurement of like items purchased by 
the Department of Defense for its own use. 

SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR THE POOREST 
SEC. 557. (a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.— 

The President may reduce amounts owed to the 
United States (or any agency of the United 
States) by an eligible country as a result of— 

(1) guarantees issued under sections 221 and 
222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; 

(2) credits extended or guarantees issued 
under the Arms Export Control Act; or 

(3) any obligation or portion of such obliga-
tion, to pay for purchases of United States agri-
cultural commodities guaranteed by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation under export credit 
guarantee programs authorized pursuant to sec-
tion 5(f ) of the Commodity Credit Corporation 
Charter Act of June 29, 1948, as amended, sec-
tion 4(b) of the Food for Peace Act of 1966, as 
amended (Public Law 89–808), or section 202 of 
the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978, as amended 
(Public Law 95–501). 

(b) LIMITATIONS.— 
(1) The authority provided by subsection (a) 

may be exercised only to implement multilateral 
official debt relief and referendum agreements, 
commonly referred to as ‘‘Paris Club Agreed 
Minutes’’. 

(2) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be exercised only in such amounts or to 
such extent as is provided in advance by appro-
priations Acts. 

(3) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be exercised only with respect to countries 
with heavy debt burdens that are eligible to bor-
row from the International Development Asso-
ciation, but not from the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re-
ferred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ countries. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—The authority provided by 
subsection (a) may be exercised only with re-
spect to a country whose government— 

(1) does not have an excessive level of military 
expenditures; 

(2) has not repeatedly provided support for 
acts of international terrorism; 

(3) is not failing to cooperate on international 
narcotics control matters; 

(4) (including its military or other security 
forces) does not engage in a consistent pattern 
of gross violations of internationally recognized 
human rights; and 

(5) is not ineligible for assistance because of 
the application of section 527 of the Foreign Re-
lations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 
1995. 

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority 
provided by subsection (a) may be used only 
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’. 

(e) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—A 
reduction of debt pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall not be considered assistance for purposes 
of any provision of law limiting assistance to a 
country. The authority provided by subsection 
(a) may be exercised notwithstanding section 
620(r) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or 
section 321 of the International Development 
and Food Assistance Act of 1975. 

AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN DEBT BUYBACKS OR 
SALES 

SEC. 558. (a) LOANS ELIGIBLE FOR SALE, RE-
DUCTION, OR CANCELLATION.— 

(1) AUTHORITY TO SELL, REDUCE, OR CANCEL 
CERTAIN LOANS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the President may, in accord-
ance with this section, sell to any eligible pur-
chaser any concessional loan or portion thereof 
made before January 1, 1995, pursuant to the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, to the govern-
ment of any eligible country as defined in sec-
tion 702(6) of that Act or on receipt of payment 
from an eligible purchaser, reduce or cancel 
such loan or portion thereof, only for the pur-
pose of facilitating— 

(A) debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-develop-
ment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps; or 

(B) a debt buyback by an eligible country of 
its own qualified debt, only if the eligible coun-
try uses an additional amount of the local cur-
rency of the eligible country, equal to not less 
than 40 percent of the price paid for such debt 
by such eligible country, or the difference be-
tween the price paid for such debt and the face 
value of such debt, to support activities that 
link conservation and sustainable use of natural 
resources with local community development, 
and child survival and other child development, 
in a manner consistent with sections 707 
through 710 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, if the sale, reduction, or cancellation 
would not contravene any term or condition of 
any prior agreement relating to such loan. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the President shall, 
in accordance with this section, establish the 
terms and conditions under which loans may be 
sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant to this sec-
tion. 

(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The Facility, as defined 
in section 702(8) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, shall notify the administrator of the agen-
cy primarily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 of pur-
chasers that the President has determined to be 
eligible, and shall direct such agency to carry 
out the sale, reduction, or cancellation of a loan 
pursuant to this section. Such agency shall 
make an adjustment in its accounts to reflect 
the sale, reduction, or cancellation. 

(4) LIMITATION.—The authorities of this sub-
section shall be available only to the extent that 
appropriations for the cost of the modification, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, are made in advance. 

(b) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The proceeds from 
the sale, reduction, or cancellation of any loan 
sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be deposited in the United States Gov-
ernment account or accounts established for the 
repayment of such loan. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PURCHASERS.—A loan may be 
sold pursuant to subsection (a)(1)(A) only to a 
purchaser who presents plans satisfactory to the 
President for using the loan for the purpose of 
engaging in debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-de-
velopment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps. 

(d) DEBTOR CONSULTATIONS.—Before the sale 
to any eligible purchaser, or any reduction or 
cancellation pursuant to this section, of any 
loan made to an eligible country, the President 
should consult with the country concerning the 
amount of loans to be sold, reduced, or canceled 
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and their uses for debt-for-equity swaps, debt- 
for-development swaps, or debt-for-nature 
swaps. 

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority 
provided by subsection (a) may be used only 
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’. 

ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI 
SEC. 559. None of the funds made available by 

this or any previous appropriations Act for for-
eign operations, export financing and related 
programs shall be made available to the Govern-
ment of Haiti until the Secretary of State reports 
to the Committees on Appropriations that Haiti 
has held free and fair elections to seat a new 
parliament. 

REQUIREMENT FOR DISCLOSURE OF FOREIGN AID 
IN REPORT OF SECRETARY OF STATE 

SEC. 560. (a) FOREIGN AID REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENT.—In addition to the voting practices 
of a foreign country, the report required to be 
submitted to Congress under section 406(a) of 
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, fiscal 
years 1990 and 1991 (22 U.S.C. 2414a), shall in-
clude a side-by-side comparison of individual 
countries’ overall support for the United States 
at the United Nations and the amount of United 
States assistance provided to such country in 
fiscal year 1999. 

(b) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘‘United States assist-
ance’’ has the meaning given the term in section 
481(e)(4) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 2291(e)(4)). 
RESTRICTIONS ON VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO 

UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES 
SEC. 561. (a) PROHIBITION ON VOLUNTARY 

CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE UNITED NATIONS.— 
None of the funds appropriated by this Act may 
be made available to pay any voluntary con-
tribution of the United States to the United Na-
tions (including the United Nations Develop-
ment Program) if the United Nations implements 
or imposes any taxation on any United States 
persons. 

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR DISBURSE-
MENT OF FUNDS.—None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be made available to 
pay any voluntary contribution of the United 
States to the United Nations (including the 
United Nations Development Program) unless 
the President certifies to the Congress 15 days in 
advance of such payment that the United Na-
tions is not engaged in any effort to implement 
or impose any taxation on United States persons 
in order to raise revenue for the United Nations 
or any of its specialized agencies. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section the 
term ‘‘United States person’’ refers to— 

(1) a natural person who is a citizen or na-
tional of the United States; or 

(2) a corporation, partnership, or other legal 
entity organized under the United States or any 
State, territory, possession, or district of the 
United States. 

HAITI NATIONAL POLICE AND COAST GUARD 
SEC. 562. The Government of Haiti shall be eli-

gible to purchase defense articles and services 
under the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2751 et seq.), for the civilian-led Haitian Na-
tional Police and Coast Guard: Provided, That 
the authority provided by this section shall be 
subject to the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE PALESTINIAN 

AUTHORITY 
SEC. 563. (a) PROHIBITION OF FUNDS.—None of 

the funds appropriated by this Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 may be obligated or 
expended with respect to providing funds to the 
Palestinian Authority. 

(b) WAIVER.—The prohibition included in sub-
section (a) shall not apply if the President cer-
tifies in writing to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President pro tempore 

of the Senate that waiving such prohibition is 
important to the national security interests of 
the United States. 

(c) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—Any 
waiver pursuant to subsection (b) shall be effec-
tive for no more than a period of 6 months at a 
time and shall not apply beyond 12 months after 
the enactment of this Act. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO SECURITY FORCES 
SEC. 564. None of the funds made available by 

this Act may be provided to any unit of the se-
curity forces of a foreign country if the Sec-
retary of State has credible evidence that such 
unit has committed gross violations of human 
rights, unless the Secretary determines and re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations that 
the government of such country is taking effec-
tive measures to bring the responsible members 
of the security forces unit to justice: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall be construed 
to withhold funds made available by this Act 
from any unit of the security forces of a foreign 
country not credibly alleged to be involved in 
gross violations of human rights: Provided fur-
ther, That in the event that funds are withheld 
from any unit pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary of State shall promptly inform the foreign 
government of the basis for such action and 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, assist 
the foreign government in taking effective meas-
ures to bring the responsible members of the se-
curity forces to justice. 
RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES PRO-

VIDING SANCTUARY TO INDICTED WAR CRIMI-
NALS 
SEC. 565. (a) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—None of 

the funds made available by this or any prior 
Act making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing and related programs, 
may be provided for any country, entity or mu-
nicipality described in subsection (e). 

(b) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.— 
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the Treas-

ury shall instruct the United States executive 
directors of the international financial institu-
tions to work in opposition to, and vote against, 
any extension by such institutions of any finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants of any 
kind to any country or entity described in sub-
section (e). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial insti-
tution regarding the extension of financial or 
technical assistance or grants to any country or 
entity described in subsection (e), the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall provide to the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives a written justification for the pro-
posed assistance, including an explanation of 
the United States position regarding any such 
vote, as well as a description of the location of 
the proposed assistance by municipality, its pur-
pose, and its intended beneficiaries. 

(3) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘international fi-
nancial institution’’ includes the International 
Monetary Fund, the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, the Multilateral 
Investment Guaranty Agency, and the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to the 
provision of— 

(A) humanitarian assistance; 
(B) democratization assistance; 
(C) assistance for cross border physical infra-

structure projects involving activities in both a 
sanctioned country, entity, or municipality and 
a nonsanctioned contiguous country, entity, or 
municipality, if the project is primarily located 

in and primarily benefits the nonsanctioned 
country, entity, or municipality and if the por-
tion of the project located in the sanctioned 
country, entity, or municipality is necessary 
only to complete the project; 

(D) small-scale assistance projects or activities 
requested by United States Armed Forces that 
promote good relations between such forces and 
the officials and citizens of the areas in the 
United States SFOR sector of Bosnia; 

(E) implementation of the Brcko Arbitral Deci-
sion; 

(F) lending by the international financial in-
stitutions to a country or entity to support com-
mon monetary and fiscal policies at the national 
level as contemplated by the Dayton Agreement; 

(G) direct lending to a non-sanctioned entity, 
or lending passed on by the national govern-
ment to a non-sanctioned entity; or 

(H) assistance to the International Police 
Task Force for the training of a civilian police 
force. 

(I) assistance to refugees and internally dis-
placed persons returning to their homes in Bos-
nia from which they had been forced to leave on 
the basis of their ethnicity. 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Every 60 days the Sec-
retary of State, in consultation with the Admin-
istrator of the Agency for International Devel-
opment, shall publish in the Federal Register 
and/or in a comparable publicly accessible docu-
ment or Internet site, a listing and justification 
of any assistance that is obligated within that 
period of time for any country, entity, or mu-
nicipality described in subsection (e), including 
a description of the purpose of the assistance, 
project and its location, by municipality. 

(d) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding 
subsection (c)— 

(1) no assistance may be made available by 
this Act, or any prior Act making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export financing 
and related programs, in any country, entity, or 
municipality described in subsection (e), for a 
program, project, or activity in which a publicly 
indicted war criminal is known to have any fi-
nancial or material interest; and 

(2) no assistance (other than emergency foods 
or medical assistance or demining assistance) 
may be made available by this Act, or any prior 
Act making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing and related programs 
for any program, project, or activity in any 
sanctioned country, entity, or municipality de-
scribed in subsection (e) in which a person pub-
licly indicted by the Tribunal is in residence or 
is engaged in extended activity and competent 
local authorities have failed to notify the Tri-
bunal or failed to take necessary and significant 
steps to apprehend and transfer such persons to 
the Tribunal or in which competent local au-
thorities have obstructed the work of the Tri-
bunal. 

(e) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR MUNICI-
PALITY.—A sanctioned country, entity, or mu-
nicipality described in this section is one whose 
competent authorities have failed, as determined 
by the Secretary of State, to take necessary and 
significant steps to apprehend and transfer to 
the Tribunal all persons who have been publicly 
indicted by the Tribunal. 

(f) SPECIAL RULE.—Subject to subsection (d), 
subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to the 
provision of assistance to an entity that is not 
a sanctioned entity, notwithstanding that such 
entity may be within a sanctioned country, if 
the Secretary of State determines and so reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees that 
providing assistance to that entity would pro-
mote peace and internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging that entity to co-
operate fully with the Tribunal. 

(g) CURRENT RECORD OF WAR CRIMINALS AND 
SANCTIONED COUNTRIES, ENTITIES, AND MUNICI-
PALITIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State shall 
establish and maintain a current record of the 
location, including the municipality, if known, 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00050 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 6333 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7133 July 18, 2000 
of publicly indicted war criminals and a current 
record of sanctioned countries, entities, and mu-
nicipalities. 

(2) INFORMATION OF THE DCI AND THE SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE.—The Director of Central 
Intelligence and the Secretary of Defense should 
collect and provide to the Secretary of State in-
formation concerning the location, including the 
municipality, of publicly indicted war criminals. 

(3) INFORMATION OF THE TRIBUNAL.—The Sec-
retary of State shall request that the Tribunal 
and other international organizations and gov-
ernments provide the Secretary of State informa-
tion concerning the location, including the mu-
nicipality, of publicly indicted war criminals 
and concerning country, entity and munici-
pality authorities known to have obstructed the 
work of the Tribunal. 

(4) REPORT.—Beginning 30 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and not later than 
September 1 each year thereafter, the Secretary 
of State shall submit a report in classified and 
unclassified form to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the location, including the 
municipality, if known, of publicly indicted war 
criminals, on country, entity and municipality 
authorities known to have obstructed the work 
of the Tribunal, and on sanctioned countries, 
entities, and municipalities. 

(5) INFORMATION TO CONGRESS.—Upon the re-
quest of the chairman or ranking minority mem-
ber of any of the appropriate congressional com-
mittees, the Secretary of State shall make avail-
able to that committee the information recorded 
under paragraph (1) in a report submitted to the 
committee in classified and unclassified form. 

(h) WAIVER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State may 

waive the application of subsection (a) or sub-
section (b) with respect to specified bilateral 
programs or international financial institution 
projects or programs in a sanctioned country, 
entity, or municipality upon providing a written 
determination to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives that such 
assistance directly supports the implementation 
of the Dayton Agreement and its Annexes, 
which include the obligation to apprehend and 
transfer indicted war criminals to the Tribunal. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 15 days after the 
date of any written determination under para-
graph (1) the Secretary of State shall submit a 
report to the Committees on Appropriations and 
Foreign Relations and the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate and the Committees 
on Appropriations and International Relations 
and the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the status of efforts to secure the voluntary 
surrender or apprehension and transfer of per-
sons indicted by the Tribunal, in accordance 
with the Dayton Agreement, and outlining ob-
stacles to achieving this goal. 

(3) ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS AF-
FECTED.—Any waiver made pursuant to this 
subsection shall be effective only with respect to 
a specified bilateral program or multilateral as-
sistance project or program identified in the de-
termination of the Secretary of State to Con-
gress. 

(i) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions imposed pursuant to subsections (a) and 
(b) with respect to a country or entity shall 
cease to apply only if the Secretary of State de-
termines and certifies to Congress that the au-
thorities of that country, entity, or municipality 
have apprehended and transferred to the Tri-
bunal all persons who have been publicly in-
dicted by the Tribunal. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 
(1) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and Serbia. 
(2) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to the 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosova, 
Montenegro, and the Republika Srpska. 

(3) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Dayton 
Agreement’’ means the General Framework 
Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating 
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10 through 
16, 1995. 

(4) TRIBUNAL.—The term ‘‘Tribunal’’ means 
the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia. 

(k) ROLE OF HUMAN RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS 
AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.—In carrying out 
this section, the Secretary of State, the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment, and the executive directors of the inter-
national financial institutions shall consult 
with representatives of human rights organiza-
tions and all government agencies with relevant 
information to help prevent publicly indicted 
war criminals from benefiting from any finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants provided to 
any country or entity described in subsection 
(e). 

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST MINORITY RELIGIOUS 
FAITHS IN THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

SEC. 566. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be made available for the 
Government of the Russian Federation, after 180 
days from the date of the enactment of this Act, 
unless the President determines and certifies in 
writing to the Committees on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate that the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration has implemented no statute, executive 
order, regulation or similar government action 
that would discriminate, or would have as its 
principal effect discrimination, against religious 
groups or religious communities in the Russian 
Federation in violation of accepted inter-
national agreements on human rights and reli-
gious freedoms to which the Russian Federation 
is a party. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
SEC. 567. (a) Funds made available in this Act 

to support programs or activities the primary 
purpose of which is promoting or assisting coun-
try participation in the Kyoto Protocol to the 
Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(FCCC) shall only be made available subject to 
the regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations. 

(b) The President shall provide a detailed ac-
count of all Federal agency obligations and ex-
penditures for climate change programs and ac-
tivities, domestic and international obligations 
for such activities in fiscal year 2001, and any 
plan for programs thereafter related to the im-
plementation or the furtherance of protocols 
pursuant to, or related to negotiations to amend 
the FCCC in conjunction with the President’s 
submission of the Budget of the United States 
Government for Fiscal Year 2002: Provided, 
That such report shall include an accounting of 
expenditures by agency with each agency iden-
tifying climate change activities and associated 
costs by line item as presented in the President’s 
Budget Appendix: Provided further, That such 
report shall identify with regard to the Agency 
for International Development, obligations and 
expenditures by country or central program and 
activity. 

AID TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC 
REPUBLIC OF CONGO 

SEC. 568. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
provided to the Central Government of the 
Democratic Republic of Congo. 

ENTERPRISE FUND RESTRICTIONS 
SEC. 569. Prior to the distribution of any as-

sets resulting from any liquidation, dissolution, 
or winding up of an Enterprise Fund, in whole 
or in part, the President shall submit to the 
Committees on Appropriations, in accordance 
with the regular notification procedures of the 
Committees on Appropriations, a plan for the 
distribution of the assets of the Enterprise 
Fund. 

CAMBODIA 
SEC. 570. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury 

should instruct the United States executive di-
rectors of the international financial institu-
tions to use the voice and vote of the United 
States to oppose loans to the Central Govern-
ment of Cambodia, except loans to support basic 
human needs. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this Act 
may be made available for assistance for the 
Central Government of Cambodia. 

FOREIGN MILITARY EXPENDITURES REPORT 
SEC. 571. (a) Section 511(b) of the Foreign Op-

erations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 
102–391) is amended by repealing paragraph (2) 
relating to military expenditures. 

(b) Not later than February 15, 2001, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall submit a report to 
the Committees on Appropriations which de-
scribes how the provisions of section 576 of the 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Re-
lated Programs Appropriations Act, 1997, as 
amended (Public Law 104–208), and of section 
1502(b) of title XV of the International Finan-
cial Institutions Act (22 U.S.C. 262o) as amend-
ed, are being implemented. This report shall 
identify, among other things— 

(1) the countries found not to be in compli-
ance with the provisions of section 576 and the 
instances where the United States Executive Di-
rector to an international financial institution 
has voted to oppose a loan or other utilization 
of funds as a result of the requirements of that 
section; 

(2) steps taken by the governments of coun-
tries receiving loans or other funds from such 
institutions to establish the reporting systems 
addressed in section 576; 

(3) any instances in which such governments 
have failed to provide information about the 
governments’ audit process requested by an 
international financial institution; and 

(4) any policy changes that have been made 
by the international financial institutions with 
regard to providing loans or other funds to 
countries which expend a significant portion of 
their financial resources for their armed forces 
and security forces, and with regard to requir-
ing, and providing technical assistance for, au-
dits of receipts and expenditures of such armed 
forces and security forces. 

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT 
ORGANIZATION 

SEC. 572. (a) Of the funds made available 
under the heading ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-ter-
rorism, Demining and Related Programs’’, not to 
exceed $35,000,000 may be made available for the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-
zation (hereafter referred to in this section as 
‘‘KEDO’’), notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, only for the administrative expenses and 
heavy fuel oil costs associated with the Agreed 
Framework. 

(b) Of the funds made available for KEDO, up 
to $15,000,000 may be made available prior to 
June 1, 2001, if, 30 days prior to such obligation 
of funds, the President certifies and so reports 
to Congress that— 

(1) the parties to the Agreed Framework have 
taken and continue to take demonstrable steps 
to implement the Joint Declaration on 
Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in 
which the Government of North Korea has com-
mitted not to test, manufacture, produce, re-
ceive, possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear 
weapons, and not to possess nuclear reprocess-
ing or uranium enrichment facilities; 

(2) the parties to the Agreed Framework have 
taken and continue to take demonstrable steps 
to pursue the North-South dialogue; 

(3) North Korea is complying with all provi-
sions of the Agreed Framework; 

(4) North Korea has not diverted assistance 
provided by the United States for purposes for 
which it was not intended; and 

(5) North Korea is not seeking to develop or 
acquire the capability to enrich uranium, or any 
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additional capability to reprocess spent nuclear 
fuel. 

(c) Of the funds made available for KEDO, up 
to $20,000,000 may be made available on or after 
June 1, 2001, if, 30 days prior to such obligation 
of funds, the President certifies and so reports 
to Congress that— 

(1) the effort to can and safely store all spent 
fuel from North Korea’s graphite-moderated nu-
clear reactors has been successfully concluded; 

(2) North Korea is complying with its obliga-
tions under the agreement regarding access to 
suspect underground construction; 

(3) North Korea has terminated its nuclear 
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such 
weapons; and 

(4) the United States has made and is con-
tinuing to make significant progress on elimi-
nating the North Korean ballistic missile threat, 
including further missile tests and its ballistic 
missile exports. 

(d) The President may waive the certification 
requirements of subsections (b) and (c) if the 
President determines that it is vital to the na-
tional security interests of the United States and 
provides written policy justifications to the ap-
propriate congressional committees prior to his 
exercise of such waiver. No funds may be obli-
gated for KEDO until 30 days after submission 
to Congress of such waiver. 

(e) The Secretary of State shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a report 
(to be submitted with the annual presentation 
for appropriations) providing a full and detailed 
accounting of the fiscal year 2002 request for the 
United States contribution to KEDO, the ex-
pected operating budget of the KEDO, to in-
clude unpaid debt, proposed annual costs asso-
ciated with heavy fuel oil purchases, and the 
amount of funds pledged by other donor nations 
and organizations to support KEDO activities 
on a per country basis, and other related activi-
ties. 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION 
SEC. 573. Funds made available to grantees of 

the African Development Foundation may be in-
vested pending expenditure for project purposes 
when authorized by the President of the Foun-
dation: Provided, That interest earned shall be 
used only for the purposes for which the grant 
was made: Provided further, That this authority 
applies to interest earned both prior to and fol-
lowing enactment of this provision: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding section 505(a)(2) 
of the African Development Foundation Act, in 
exceptional circumstances the board of directors 
of the Foundation may waive the $250,000 limi-
tation contained in that section with respect to 
a project: Provided further, That the Founda-
tion shall provide a report to the Committees on 
Appropriations in advance of exercising such 
waiver authority. 
PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE PALESTINIAN 

BROADCASTING CORPORATION 
SEC. 574. None of the funds appropriated or 

otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to provide equipment, technical support, 
consulting services, or any other form of assist-
ance to the Palestinian Broadcasting Corpora-
tion. 
VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES FOR EM-

PLOYEES OF THE U.S. AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
SEC. 575. (a) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes 

of this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ means the United 

States Agency for International Development; 
(2) the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Ad-

ministrator, United States Agency for Inter-
national Development; and 

(3) the term ‘‘employee’’ means an employee 
(as defined by section 2105 of title 5, United 
States Code) who is employed by the agency, is 
serving under an appointment without time lim-
itation, and has been currently employed for a 
continuous period of at least 3 years, but does 
not include— 

(A) a reemployed annuitant under subchapter 
III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United 
States Code, or another retirement system for 
employees of the agency; 

(B) an employee having a disability on the 
basis of which such employee is or would be eli-
gible for disability retirement under the applica-
ble retirement system referred to in subpara-
graph (A); 

(C) an employee who is to be separated invol-
untarily for misconduct or unacceptable per-
formance, and to whom specific notice has been 
given with respect to that separation; 

(D) an employee who has previously received 
any voluntary separation incentive payment by 
the Government of the United States under this 
section or any other authority and has not re-
paid such payment; 

(E) an employee covered by statutory reem-
ployment rights who is on transfer to another 
organization; or 

(F) any employee who, during the 24-month 
period preceding the date of separation, received 
a recruitment or relocation bonus under section 
5753 of title 5, United States Code, or who, with-
in the 12-month period preceding the date of 
separation, received a retention allowance 
under section 5754 of such title 5. 

(b) AGENCY STRATEGIC PLAN.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, before 

obligating any resources for voluntary separa-
tion incentive payments under this section, shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations and 
the Office of Management and Budget a stra-
tegic plan outlining the intended use of such in-
centive payments and a proposed organizational 
chart for the agency once such incentive pay-
ments have been completed. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The agency’s plan shall in-
clude— 

(A) the positions and functions to be reduced 
or eliminated, identified by organizational unit, 
geographic location, occupational category and 
grade level; 

(B) the number and amounts of voluntary sep-
aration incentive payments to be offered; 

(C) a description of how the agency will oper-
ate without the eliminated positions and func-
tions; and 

(D) the time period during which incentives 
may be paid. 

(3) APPROVAL.—The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall review the agen-
cy’s plan and approve or disapprove the plan 
and may make appropriate modifications in the 
plan with respect to the coverage of incentives 
as described under paragraph (2)(A), and with 
respect to the matters described in paragraphs 
(2)(B) through (D). 

(c) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE VOLUNTARY SEPA-
RATION INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A voluntary separation in-
centive payment under this section may be paid 
by the agency to employees of such agency and 
only to the extent necessary to eliminate the po-
sitions and functions identified by the strategic 
plan. 

(2) AMOUNT AND TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—A 
voluntary separation incentive payment under 
this section— 

(A) shall be paid in a lump sum after the em-
ployee’s separation; 

(B) shall be paid from appropriations or funds 
available for the payment of the basic pay of the 
employees; 

(C) shall be equal to the lesser of— 
(i) an amount equal to the amount the em-

ployee would be entitled to receive under section 
5595(c) of title 5, United States Code, if the em-
ployee were entitled to payment under such sec-
tion; or 

(ii) an amount determined by the agency head 
not to exceed $25,000; 

(D) may not be made except in the case of any 
employee who voluntarily separates (whether by 
retirement or resignation) on or before December 
31, 2001; 

(E) shall not be a basis for payment, and shall 
not be included in the computation, of any 
other type of Government benefit; and 

(F) shall not be taken into account in deter-
mining the amount of any severance pay to 
which the employee may be entitled under sec-
tion 5595 of title 5, United States Code, based on 
any other separation. 

(d) ADDITIONAL AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
THE RETIREMENT FUND.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
payments which it is required to make under 
subchapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of 
title 5, United States Code, the agency shall 
remit to the Office of Personnel Management for 
deposit in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the Civil Service Retirement and 
Disability Fund an amount equal to 15 percent 
of the final basic pay of each employee of the 
agency who is covered under subchapter III of 
chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United States 
Code, to whom a voluntary separation incentive 
has been paid under this section. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of para-
graph (1), the term ‘‘final basic pay’’, with re-
spect to an employee, means the total amount of 
basic pay which would be payable for a year of 
service by such employee, computed using the 
employee’s final rate of basic pay, and, if last 
serving on other than a full-time basis, with ap-
propriate adjustment therefor. 

(e) EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT EMPLOYMENT 
WITH THE GOVERNMENT.— 

(1) An individual who has received a vol-
untary separation incentive payment under this 
section and accepts any employment for com-
pensation with the Government of the United 
States, or who works for any agency of the Gov-
ernment of the United States through a personal 
services contract, within 5 years after the date 
of the separation on which the payment is based 
shall be required to pay, prior to the individ-
ual’s first day of employment, the entire amount 
of the incentive payment to the agency that 
paid the incentive payment. 

(2) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with an Executive agency (as defined by section 
105 of title 5, United States Code), the United 
States Postal Service, or the Postal Rate Com-
mission, the Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management may, at the request of the head of 
the agency, waive the repayment if the indi-
vidual involved possesses unique abilities and is 
the only qualified applicant available for the 
position. 

(3) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with an entity in the legislative branch, the 
head of the entity or the appointing official may 
waive the repayment if the individual involved 
possesses unique abilities and is the only quali-
fied applicant available for the position. 

(4) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with the judicial branch, the Director of the Ad-
ministrative Office of the United States Courts 
may waive the repayment if the individual in-
volved possesses unique abilities and is the only 
qualified applicant for the position. 

(f) REDUCTION OF AGENCY EMPLOYMENT LEV-
ELS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The total number of funded 
employee positions in the agency shall be re-
duced by one position for each vacancy created 
by the separation of any employee who has re-
ceived, or is due to receive, a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under this section. For 
the purposes of this subsection, positions shall 
be counted on a full-time-equivalent basis. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The President, through 
the Office of Management and Budget, shall 
monitor the agency and take any action nec-
essary to ensure that the requirements of this 
subsection are met. 

(g) REGULATIONS.—The Office of Personnel 
Management may prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to implement this section. 

KYOTO PROTOCOL 
SEC. 576. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act shall be used to propose or issue rules, 
regulations, decrees, or orders for the purpose of 
implementation, or in preparation for implemen-
tation, of the Kyoto Protocol, which was adopt-
ed on December 11, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, at the 
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Third Conference of the Parties to the United 
States Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, which has not been submitted to the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratification 
pursuant to article II, section 2, clause 2, of the 
United States Constitution, and which has not 
entered into force pursuant to article 25 of the 
Protocol. 
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO STOCK-

PILING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR FOREIGN 
COUNTRIES 
SEC. 577. (a) VALUE OF ADDITIONS TO STOCK-

PILES.—Section 514(b)(2)(A) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(2)(A)) is 
amended by inserting before the period at the 
end, the following: ‘‘and $50,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2001’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE REPUBLIC 
OF KOREA AND THAILAND.—Section 514(b)(2)(B) 
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(2)(B)) is amend-
ed by inserting at the end thereof the following 
sentence: ‘‘Of the amount specified in subpara-
graph (A) for fiscal year 2001, not more than 
$50,000,000 may be made available for stockpiles 
in the Republic of Korea.’’. 
ABOLITION OF THE INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION 

SEC. 578. (a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 

the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget. 

(2) FOUNDATION.—The term ‘‘Foundation’’ 
means the Inter-American Foundation. 

(3) FUNCTION.—The term ‘‘function’’ means 
any duty, obligation, power, authority, respon-
sibility, right, privilege, activity, or program. 

(b) ABOLITION OF INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDA-
TION.—During fiscal year 2001, the President is 
authorized to abolish the Inter-American Foun-
dation. The provisions of this section shall only 
be effective upon the effective date of the aboli-
tion of the Inter-American Foundation. 

(c) TERMINATION OF FUNCTIONS.— 
(1) Except as provided in subsection (d)(2), 

there are terminated upon the abolition of the 
Foundation all functions vested in, or exercised 
by, the Foundation or any official thereof, 
under any statute, reorganization plan, Execu-
tive order, or other provisions of law, as of the 
day before the effective date of this section. 

(2) REPEAL.—Section 401 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1969 (22 U.S.C. 290f) is repealed 
upon the effective date specified in subsection 
(j). 

(3) FINAL DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.—Upon the 
date of transmittal to Congress of the certifi-
cation described in subsection (d)(4), all unex-
pended balances of appropriations of the Foun-
dation shall be deposited in the miscellaneous 
receipts account of the Treasury of the United 
States. 

(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall be responsible 
for— 

(A) the administration and wind-up of any 
outstanding obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment under any contract or agreement entered 
into by the Foundation before the date of the 
enactment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 2001, except that the authority of this sub-
paragraph does not include the renewal or ex-
tension of any such contract or agreement; and 

(B) taking such other actions as may be nec-
essary to wind-up any outstanding affairs of 
the Foundation. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO THE DIREC-
TOR.—There are transferred to the Director such 
functions of the Foundation under any statute, 
reorganization plan, Executive order, or other 
provision of law, as of the day before the date 
of the enactment of this section, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the responsibilities of the Di-
rector under paragraph (1). 

(3) AUTHORITIES OF THE DIRECTOR.—For pur-
poses of performing the functions of the Director 

under paragraph (1) and subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Director may— 

(A) enter into contracts; 
(B) employ experts and consultants in accord-

ance with section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, at rates for individuals not to exceed the 
per diem rate equivalent to the rate for level IV 
of the Executive Schedule; and 

(C) utilize, on a reimbursable basis, the serv-
ices, facilities, and personnel of other Federal 
agencies. 

(4) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—Whenever the 
Director determines that the responsibilities de-
scribed in paragraph (1) have been fully dis-
charged, the Director shall so certify to the ap-
propriate congressional committees. 

(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall submit 
to the appropriate congressional committees a 
detailed report in writing regarding all matters 
relating to the abolition and termination of the 
Foundation. The report shall be submitted not 
later than 90 days after the termination of the 
Foundation. 

(f) TRANSFER AND ALLOCATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, the assets, liabilities (including contin-
gent liabilities arising from suits continued with 
a substitution or addition of parties under sub-
section (g)(3)), contracts, property, records, and 
unexpended balance of appropriations, author-
izations, allocations, and other funds employed, 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to be 
made available in connection with the func-
tions, terminated by subsection (c)(1) or trans-
ferred by subsection (d)(2) shall be transferred 
to the Director for purposes of carrying out the 
responsibilities described in subsection (d)(1). 

(g) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.— 
(1) CONTINUING LEGAL FORCE AND EFFECT.— 

All orders, determinations, rules, regulations, 
permits, agreements, grants, contracts, certifi-
cates, licenses, registrations, privileges, and 
other administrative actions— 

(A) that have been issued, made, granted, or 
allowed to become effective by the Foundation 
in the performance of functions that are termi-
nated or transferred under this section; and 

(B) that are in effect as of the date of the abo-
lition of the Foundation, or were final before 
such date and are to become effective on or after 
such date, 

shall continue in effect according to their terms 
until modified, terminated, superseded, set 
aside, or revoked in accordance with law by the 
President, the Director, or other authorized offi-
cial, a court of competent jurisdiction, or by op-
eration of law. 

(2) NO EFFECT ON JUDICIAL OR ADMINISTRATIVE 
PROCEEDINGS.—Except as otherwise provided in 
this section— 

(A) the provisions of this section shall not af-
fect suits commenced prior to the date of the 
abolition of the Foundation; and 

(B) in all such suits, proceedings shall be had, 
appeals taken, and judgments rendered in the 
same manner and effect as if this section had 
not been enacted. 

(3) NONABATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS.—No suit, 
action, or other proceeding commenced by or 
against any officer in the official capacity of 
such individual as an officer of the Foundation 
shall abate by reason of the enactment of this 
section. No cause of action by or against the 
Foundation, or by or against any officer thereof 
in the official capacity of such officer, shall 
abate by reason of the enactment of this section. 

(4) CONTINUATION OF PROCEEDING WITH SUB-
STITUTION OF PARTIES.—If, before the date of the 
abolition of the Foundation, the Foundation, or 
officer thereof in the official capacity of such 
officer, is a party to a suit, then effective on 
such date such suit shall be continued with the 
Director substituted or added as a party. 

(5) REVIEWABILITY OF ORDERS AND ACTIONS 
UNDER TRANSFERRED FUNCTIONS.—Orders and 
actions of the Director in the exercise of func-

tions terminated or transferred under this sec-
tion shall be subject to judicial review to the 
same extent and in the same manner as if such 
orders and actions had been taken by the Foun-
dation immediately preceding their termination 
or transfer. Any statutory requirements relating 
to notice, hearings, action upon the record, or 
administrative review that apply to any func-
tion transferred by this section shall apply to 
the exercise of such function by the Director. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION.—Sec-

tion 502 of the International Security and De-
velopment Cooperation Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 
290h) is amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5). 
(2) SOCIAL PROGRESS TRUST FUND AGREE-

MENT.—Section 36 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1973 is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘provide for’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘(2) utilization’’ and inserting 
‘‘provide for the utilization’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘member countries;’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘member countries.’’; 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘transfer 
or’’; 

(C) by striking subsection (c); 
(D) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-

section (c); and 
(E) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated), by 

striking ‘‘transfer or’’. 
(3) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961.—Section 

222A(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2182a(d)) is repealed. 

(i) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term ‘‘ap-
propriate congressional committees’’ means the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(j) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The repeal made by 
subsection (c)(2) and the amendments made by 
subsection (h) shall take effect upon the date of 
transmittal to Congress of the certification de-
scribed in subsection (d)(4). 

WEST BANK AND GAZA PROGRAM 
SEC. 579. For fiscal year 2001, 30 days prior to 

the initial obligation of funds for the bilateral 
West Bank and Gaza Program, the Secretary of 
State shall certify to the appropriate committees 
of Congress that procedures have been estab-
lished to assure the Comptroller General of the 
United States will have access to appropriate 
United States financial information in order to 
review the uses of United States assistance for 
the Program funded under the heading ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ for the West Bank and 
Gaza. 

INDONESIA 
SEC. 580. (a) Funds appropriated by this Act 

under the headings ‘‘International Military 
Education and Training’’ and ‘‘Foreign Mili-
tary Financing Program’’ may be made avail-
able to the Government of Indonesia if the 
President determines and submits a report to the 
appropriate congressional committees that the 
Government of Indonesia and the Indonesian 
Armed Forces are— 

(1) taking effective measures to bring to justice 
members of the armed forces and militia groups 
against whom there is credible evidence of 
human rights violations; 

(2) taking effective measures to bring to justice 
members of the armed forces against whom there 
is credible evidence of aiding or abetting militia 
groups; 

(3) allowing displaced persons and refugees to 
return home to East Timor, including providing 
safe passage for refugees returning from West 
Timor; 
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(4) not impeding the activities of the United 

Nations Transitional Authority in East Timor; 
(5) demonstrating a commitment to preventing 

incursions into East Timor by members of militia 
groups in West Timor; and 

(6) demonstrating a commitment to account-
ability by cooperating with investigations and 
prosecutions of members of the Indonesian 
Armed Forces and militia groups responsible for 
human rights violations in Indonesia and East 
Timor. 

WORKING CAPITAL FUND 
SEC. 581. (a) Section 635 of the Foreign Assist-

ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2395) is amended by 
adding a new subsection (l) as follows: 

‘‘(l)(1) There is hereby established a working 
capital fund for the Agency for International 
Development which shall be available without 
fiscal year limitation for the expenses of per-
sonal and nonpersonal services, equipment and 
supplies for International Cooperative Adminis-
trative Support Services. 

‘‘(2) The capital of the fund shall consist of 
the fair and reasonable value of such supplies, 
equipment and other assets pertaining to the 
functions of the fund as the Administrator de-
termines, rebates from the use of United States 
Government credit cards, and any appropria-
tions made available for the purpose of pro-
viding capital, less related liabilities and unpaid 
obligations. 

‘‘(3) The fund shall be reimbursed or credited 
with advance payments for services, equipment 
or supplies provided from the fund from applica-
ble appropriations and funds of the agency, 
other Federal agencies and other sources au-
thorized by section 607 of this Act at rates that 
will recover total expenses of operation, includ-
ing accrual of annual leave and depreciation. 
Receipts from the disposal of, or payments for 
the loss or damage to, property held in the fund, 
rebates, reimbursements, refunds and other 
credits applicable to the operation of the fund 
may be deposited in the fund. 

‘‘(4) The agency shall transfer to the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts as of the close of the 
fiscal year such amounts which the Adminis-
trator determines to be in excess of the needs of 
the fund. 

‘‘(5) The fund may be charged with the cur-
rent value of supplies and equipment returned 
to the working capital of the fund by a post, ac-
tivity or agency and the proceeds shall, if other-
wise authorized, be credited to current applica-
ble appropriations.’’. 
IMMUNITY OF FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA 

SEC. 582. (a) Subject to subsection (b), the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia shall be deemed 
to be a state sponsor of terrorism for the pur-
poses of 28 U.S.C. 1605(a)(7). 

(b) This section shall not apply to Montenegro 
or Kosova. 

(c) This section shall become null and void 
when the President certifies in writing to the 
Congress that the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (other than Montenegro and Kosova) has 
completed a democratic reform process that re-
sults in a newly elected government that re-
spects the rights of ethnic minorities, is com-
mitted to the rule of law and respects the sov-
ereignty of its neighbor states. 

(d) The certification provided for in subsection 
(c) shall not affect the continuation of litigation 
commenced against the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia prior to its fulfillment of the condi-
tions in subsection (c). 

CONSULTATIONS ON ARMS SALES TO TAIWAN 
SEC. 583. Consistent with the intent of Con-

gress expressed in the enactment of section 3(b) 
of the Taiwan Relations Act, the Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate commit-
tees and leadership of Congress to devise a 
mechanism to provide for congressional input 
prior to making any determination on the na-
ture or quantity of defense articles and services 
to be made available to Taiwan. 

SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA 
SEC. 584. (a) CONTINUATION OF EXECUTIVE 

BRANCH SANCTIONS.—The sanctions listed in 
subsection (b) shall remain in effect for fiscal 
year 2001, unless the President submits to the 
Committees on Appropriations and Foreign Re-
lations in the Senate and the Committees on Ap-
propriations and International Relations of the 
House of Representatives a certification de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

(b) APPLICABLE SANCTIONS.— 
(1) The Secretary of the Treasury shall in-

struct the United States executive directors of 
the international financial institutions to work 
in opposition to, and vote against, any exten-
sion by such institutions of any financial or 
technical assistance or grants of any kind to the 
government of Serbia. 

(2) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Ambassador to the Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) 
to block any consensus to allow the participa-
tion of Serbia in the OSCE or any organization 
affiliated with the OSCE. 

(3) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Representative to the United Na-
tions to vote against any resolution in the 
United Nations Security Council to admit Serbia 
to the United Nations or any organization affili-
ated with the United Nations, to veto any reso-
lution to allow Serbia to assume the United Na-
tions’ membership of the former Socialist Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia, and to take action 
to prevent Serbia from assuming the seat for-
merly occupied by the Socialist Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia. 

(4) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Permanent Representative on the 
Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion to oppose the extension of the Partnership 
for Peace program or any other organization af-
filiated with NATO to Serbia. 

(5) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Representatives to the Southeast 
European Cooperative Initiative (SECI) to op-
pose and to work to prevent the extension of 
SECI membership to Serbia. 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—A certification described 
in this subsection is a certification that— 

(1) the representatives of the successor states 
to the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
have successfully negotiated the division of as-
sets and liabilities and all other succession 
issues following the dissolution of the Socialist 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia; 

(2) the Government of Serbia is fully com-
plying with its obligations as a signatory to the 
General Framework Agreement for Peace in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina; 

(3) the Government of Serbia is fully cooper-
ating with and providing unrestricted access to 
the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
former Yugoslavia, including surrendering per-
sons indicted for war crimes who are within the 
jurisdiction of the territory of Serbia, and with 
the investigations concerning the commission of 
war crimes and crimes against humanity in 
Kosova; 

(4) the Government of Serbia is implementing 
internal democratic reforms; and 

(5) Serbian federal governmental officials, and 
representatives of the ethnic Albanian commu-
nity in Kosova have agreed on, signed, and 
begun implementation of a negotiated settlement 
on the future status of Kosova. 

(d) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that the United States should not 
restore full diplomatic relations with Serbia 
until the President submits to the Committees on 
Appropriations and Foreign Relations in the 
Senate and the Committees on Appropriations 
and International Relations in the House of 
Representatives the certification described in 
subsection (c). 

(e) EXEMPTION OF MONTENEGRO AND 
KOSOVA.—The sanctions described in subsection 
(b) shall not apply to Montenegro or Kosova. 

(f) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘international fi-
nancial institution’’ includes the International 

Monetary Fund, the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, the Multilateral 
Investment Guaranty Agency, and the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment. 

(g) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The President may 
waive the application in whole or in part, of 
any sanction described in subsection (b) if the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
President has determined that the waiver is nec-
essary to meet emergency humanitarian needs. 

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY 
SEC. 585. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds as 

follows: 
(1) The United States is the world leader in 

the development of environmental technologies, 
particularly clean coal technology. 

(2) Severe pollution problems affecting people 
in developing countries, and the serious health 
problems that result from such pollution, can be 
effectively addressed through the application of 
United States technology. 

(3) During the next century, developing coun-
tries, particularly countries in Asia such as 
China and India, will dramatically increase 
their consumption of electricity, and low quality 
coal will be a major source of fuel for power 
generation. 

(4) Without the use of modern clean coal tech-
nology, the resultant pollution will cause enor-
mous health and environmental problems lead-
ing to diminished economic growth in devel-
oping countries and, thus, diminished United 
States exports to those growing markets. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy of 
the United States to promote the export of 
United States clean coal technology. In further-
ance of that policy, the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of the Treasury (acting through the 
United States executive directors to inter-
national financial institutions), the Secretary of 
Energy, and the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Development 
(USAID) should, as appropriate, vigorously pro-
mote the use of United States clean coal tech-
nology in environmental and energy infrastruc-
ture programs, projects and activities. Programs, 
projects and activities for which the use of such 
technology should be considered include recon-
struction assistance for the Balkans, activities 
carried out by the Global Environment Facility, 
and activities funded from USAID’s Develop-
ment Credit Authority. 
REPEAL OF UNOBLIGATED BALANCE RESTRICTIONS 

SEC. 586. (a) The final proviso under the head-
ing ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Program’’ in 
Title VI of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs as enacted into 
law by section 1000(a)(2) of division B of Public 
Law 106–113 (113 STAT. 1501A–133), is repealed. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall be effective imme-
diately upon the enactment of this Act. 
REPEAL OF REQUIREMENT FOR ANNUAL GAO RE-

PORT ON THE FINANCIAL OPERATIONS OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL MONETARY FUND 
SEC. 587. Section 1706 of the International Fi-

nancial Institutions Act (22 U.S.C. 262r–5) is re-
pealed. 

EXTENSION OF GAO AUTHORITIES 
SEC. 588. The funds made available to the 

Comptroller General pursuant to Title I, Chap-
ter 4 of Public Law 106–31 shall remain available 
until expended. 

PROCUREMENT AUTHORITY 
SEC. 589. Funds appropriated by this or any 

prior Acts making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, that are provided to the National En-
dowment for Democracy shall be provided in a 
manner that is consistent with the last sentence 
of section 503(a) of the National Endowment for 
Democracy Act and Comptroller General Deci-
sions No. B–203681 of June 6, 1985, and No. B– 
248111 of September 9, 1992, and the National 
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Endowment for Democracy shall be deemed ‘‘the 
awarding agency’’ for purposes of implementing 
Office of Management and Budget Circular A– 
122 as dated June 1, 1998, or any successor cir-
cular. 

FUNDING FOR PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS 
SEC. 590. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, in determining eligibility for assistance 
authorized under part I of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.), foreign 
nongovernmental organizations and multilateral 
organizations— 

(1) shall not be subject to requirements related 
to the use of non-United States Government 
funds for advocacy and lobbying activities more 
restrictive than those that apply to United 
States nongovernmental organizations receiving 
assistance under part I of such Act; and 

(2) shall not be ineligible for such assistance 
solely on the basis of health or medical services 
provided by such organizations with non-United 
States Government funds if such services do not 
violate the laws of the country in which they 
are being provided and would not violate United 
States Federal law if provided in the United 
States. 

PROCUREMENT AND FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
REFORM 

SEC. 591. (a) FUNDING CONDITIONS.—Of the 
funds made available under the heading ‘‘Inter-
national Financial Institutions’’ in this or any 
prior Foreign Operations, Export Financing, or 
Related Programs Act, 10 percent of the United 
States portion or payment to such International 
Financial Institution shall be withheld by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, until the Secretary 
certifies that— 

(1) the institution is implementing procedures 
for conducting semi-annual audits by qualified 
independent auditors for all new lending; 

(2) the institution has taken steps to establish 
an independent fraud and corruption investiga-
tive organization or office; 

(3) the institution has implemented a program 
to assess a recipient country’s procurement and 
financial management capabilities including an 
analysis of the risks of corruption prior to initi-
ating new lending; and 

(4) the institution is taking steps to fund and 
implement measures to improve transparency 
and anti-corruption programs and procurement 
and financial management controls in recipient 
countries. 

(b) REPORT.—The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall report on March 1, 2001 to the Committees 
on Appropriations on progress made to fulfill 
the objectives identified in subsection (a). 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘‘International Fi-
nancial Institutions’’ means the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the 
International Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Inter- 
American Development Bank, the Inter-Amer-
ican Investment Corporation, the Enterprise for 
the Americas Multilateral Investment Fund, the 
Asian Development Bank, the Asian Develop-
ment Fund, the African Development Bank, the 
African Development Fund, the European Bank 
for Reconstruction and Development, and the 
International Monetary Fund. 

USE OF FUNDS FOR THE UNITED STATES-ASIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL PARTNERSHIP 

SEC. 592. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries, funds appropriated by this or any other 
Act making appropriations pursuant to part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 that are made 
available for the United States-Asia Environ-
mental Partnership may be made available for 
activities for the People’s Republic of China. 

EDUCATION AND ANTI-CORRUPTION ASSISTANCE 
SEC. 593. Section 638 of the Foreign Assistance 

Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2398) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) Notwithstanding any provision of law 
that restricts assistance to foreign countries, 
funds made available to carry out the provisions 

of part I of this Act may be furnished for assist-
ance for education programs and for anti-cor-
ruption programs, except that this subsection 
shall not apply to section 490(e) or 620A of this 
Act or any other comparable provision of law.’’. 

INDOCHINESE PAROLEES 
SEC. 594. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, any national of Vietnam, Cambodia, or 
Laos who was paroled into the United States be-
fore October 1, 1997 shall be eligible to make an 
application for adjustment of status pursuant to 
section 599E of Public Law 101–167. 

NONPROLIFERATION AND ANTI-TERRORISM 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 595. It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the programs contained in the Department 

of State’s Nonproliferation, Antiterrorism, 
Demining, and Related Programs (NADR) budg-
et line are vital to the national security of the 
United States; and 

(2) funding for those programs should be re-
stored in any conference report with respect to 
this Act to the levels requested in the President’s 
budget. 
MOTHER-TO-CHILD TRANSMISSION OF HIV/AIDS IN 

SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 
SEC. 596. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds 

that: 
(1) According to the World Health Organiza-

tion, in 1999, there were 5,600,000 new cases of 
HIV/AIDS throughout the world, and two-thirds 
of those (3,800,000) were in sub-Saharan Africa. 

(2) Sub-Saharan Africa is the only region in 
the world where a majority of those with HIV/ 
AIDS—55 percent—are women. 

(3) When women get the disease, they often 
pass it along to their children, and over 
2,000,000 children in sub-Saharan Africa are liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS. 

(4) New investments and treatments hold out 
promise of making progress against mother-to- 
child transmission of HIV/AIDS. For example— 

(A) a study in Uganda demonstrated that a 
new drug could prevent almost one-half of the 
HIV transmissions from mothers to infants, at a 
fraction of the cost of other treatments; and 

(B) a study of South Africa’s population esti-
mated that if all pregnant women in that coun-
try took an antiviral medication during labor, 
as many as 110,000 new cases of HIV/AIDS could 
be prevented over the next five years in South 
Africa alone. 

(5) The Technical Assistance, Trade Pro-
motion, and Anti-Corruption Act of 2000, as ap-
proved by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee on March 23, 2000, ensures that not less 
than 8.3 percent of the United States Agency for 
International Development’s (USAID) HIV/ 
AIDS funding is used to combat mother-to-child 
transmission. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that of the funds provided in this 
Act, the USAID should place a high priority on 
efforts, including providing medications, to pre-
vent mother-to-child transmission of HIV/AIDS. 

REPORTING REQUIREMENT ON SUDAN 
SEC. 597. One hundred and twenty days after 

the date of enactment of this Act, the President 
shall submit a report to the appropriate congres-
sional committees— 

(1) describing— 
(A) the areas of Sudan open to the delivery of 

humanitarian or other assistance through or 
from Operation Lifeline Sudan (in this section 
referred to as ‘‘OLS’’), both in the Northern and 
Southern sectors; 

(B) the extent of actual deliveries of assist-
ance through or from OLS to those areas from 
January 1997 through the present; 

(C) areas of Sudan which cannot or do not re-
ceive assistance through or from OLS, and the 
specific reasons for lack or absence of coverage, 
including— 

(i) denial of access by the government of 
Sudan on a periodic basis (‘‘flight bans’’), in-
cluding specific times and duration of denials 
from January 1997 through the present; 

(ii) denial of access by the government of 
Sudan on an historic basis (‘‘no-go’’ areas) 
since 1989 and the reason for such denials; 

(iii) exclusion of areas from the original agree-
ments which defined the limitations of OLS; 

(iv) a determination by OLS of a lack of need 
in an area of no coverage; 

(v) no request has been made to the govern-
ment of Sudan for coverage or deliveries to those 
areas by OLS or any participating organization 
within OLS; or 

(vi) any other reason for exclusion from or de-
nial of coverage by OLS; 

(D) areas of Sudan where the United States 
has provided assistance outside of OLS since 
January 1997, and the amount, extent and na-
ture of that assistance; 

(E) areas affected by the withdrawal of inter-
national relief organizations, or their sponsors, 
or both, due to the disagreement over terms of 
the ‘‘Agreement for Coordination of Humani-
tarian, Relief and Rehabilitation Activities in 
the SPLM Administered Areas’’ memorandum of 
1999, including specific locations and programs 
affected; and 

(2) containing a comprehensive assessment of 
the humanitarian needs in areas of Sudan not 
covered or served by OLS, including but not lim-
ited to the Nuba Mountains, Red Sea Hills, and 
Blue Nile regions. 

PERU 
SEC. 598. (a) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the 

sense of the Senate that: 
(1) The Organization of American States 

(OAS) Electoral Observer Mission, led by 
Eduardo Stein, deserves the recognition and 
gratitude of the United States for having per-
formed an extraordinary service in promoting 
representative democracy in the Americas by 
working to ensure free and fair elections in Peru 
and by exposing efforts of the Government of 
Peru to manipulate the national elections in 
April and May of 2000 to benefit the president in 
power. 

(2) The Government of Peru failed to establish 
the conditions for free and fair elections—both 
for the April 9 election as well as for the May 
28 run-off—by not taking effective steps to cor-
rect the ‘‘insufficiencies, irregularities, incon-
sistencies, and inequities’’ documented by the 
OAS Electoral Observation Mission. 

(3) The United States Government should sup-
port the work of the OAS high-level mission, 
and that such mission should base its specific 
recommendations on the views of civil society in 
Peru regarding commitments by their govern-
ment to respect human rights, the rule of law, 
the independence and constitutional role of the 
judiciary and national congress, and freedom of 
expression and journalism. 

(4) In accordance with Public Law 106–186, 
the United States must review and modify as ap-
propriate its political, economic, and military re-
lations with Peru and work with other democ-
racies in this hemisphere and elsewhere toward 
a restoration of democracy in Peru. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 30 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of State shall submit to the appropriate commit-
tees of Congress a report evaluating United 
States political, economic, and military relations 
with Peru, in accordance with Public Law 106– 
186. Such report should review, but not be lim-
ited to, the following: 

(1) The effectiveness of providing United 
States assistance to Peru only through inde-
pendent non-governmental organizations or 
international organizations. 

(2) Scrutiny of all United States anti-narcotics 
assistance to Peru and the effectiveness of pro-
viding such assistance through legitimate civil-
ian agencies and the appropriateness of pro-
viding this assistance to any military or intel-
ligence units that are known to have violated 
human rights, suppressed freedom of expression 
or undermined free and fair elections. 
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(3) The need to increase support to Peru 

through independent non-governmental organi-
zations and international organizations to pro-
mote the rule of law, separation of powers, po-
litical pluralism, and respect for human rights, 
and to evaluate termination of support for enti-
ties that have cooperated with the undemocratic 
maneuvers of the executive branch. 

(4) The effectiveness of United States policy of 
supporting loans or other assistance for Peru 
through international financial institutions 
(such as the World Bank and Inter-American 
Development Bank), and an evaluation of termi-
nating support to entities of the Government of 
Peru that have willfully violated human rights, 
suppressed freedom of expression, or under-
mined free and fair elections. 

(5) The extent to which Peru benefits from the 
Andean Trade Preferences Act and the ramifica-
tions of conditioning participation in that pro-
gram on respect for the rule of law and rep-
resentative democracy. 

(c) DETERMINATION.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
President shall determine and report to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress whether the 
Government of Peru has made substantial 
progress in improving its respect for human 
rights, the rule of law (including fair trials of 
civilians), the independence and constitutional 
role of the judiciary and national congress, and 
freedom of expression and independent jour-
nalism. 

(d) PROHIBITION.—If the President determines 
and reports pursuant to subsection (c) that the 
Government of Peru has not made substantial 
progress, no funds appropriated by this Act may 
be made available for assistance for the Govern-
ment of Peru, and the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall instruct the United States executive direc-
tors to the international financial institutions to 
use the voice and vote of the United States to 
oppose loans to the Government of Peru, except 
loans to support basic human needs. 

(e) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition in subsection 
(d) shall not apply to humanitarian assistance, 
democracy assistance, anti-narcotics assistance, 
assistance to support binational peace activities 
involving Peru and Ecuador, assistance pro-
vided by the Overseas Private Investment Cor-
poration, or assistance provided by the Trade 
and Development Agency. 

(f) WAIVER.—The President may waive sub-
section (d) for periods not to exceed 90 days if he 
certifies to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress that doing so is important to the national 
security interests of the United States and will 
promote the respect for human rights and the 
rule of law in Peru. 

(g) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this sec-
tion, ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress’’ 
means the Committee on Appropriations and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations in the Senate 
and the Committee on Appropriations and Com-
mittee on International Relations in the House 
of Representatives. For the purposes of this sec-
tion, ‘‘humanitarian assistance’’ includes but is 
not limited to assistance to support health and 
basic education. 

SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING ZIMBABWE 
SEC. 599. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds 

that— 
(1) people around the world supported the Re-

public of Zimbabwe’s quest for independence, 
majority rule, and the protection of human 
rights and the rule of law; 

(2) Zimbabwe, at the time of independence in 
1980, showed bright prospects for democracy, 
economic development, and racial reconcili-
ation; 

(3) the people of Zimbabwe are now suffering 
the destabilizing effects of a serious, govern-
ment-sanctioned breakdown in the rule of law, 
which is critical to economic development as 
well as domestic tranquility; 

(4) a free and fair national referendum was 
held in Zimbabwe in February 2000 in which 

voters rejected proposed constitutional amend-
ments to increase the president’s authorities to 
expropriate land without payment; 

(5) the President of Zimbabwe has defied two 
high court decisions declaring land seizures to 
be illegal; 

(6) previous land reform efforts have been in-
effective largely due to corrupt practices and in-
efficiencies within the Government of 
Zimbabwe; 

(7) recent violence in Zimbabwe has resulted 
in several murders and brutal attacks on inno-
cent individuals, including the murder of farm 
workers and owners; 

(8) violence has been directed toward individ-
uals of all races; 

(9) the ruling party and its supporters have 
specifically directed violence at democratic re-
form activists seeking to prepare for upcoming 
parliamentary elections; 

(10) the offices of a leading independent news-
paper in Zimbabwe have been bombed; 

(11) the Government of Zimbabwe has not yet 
publicly condemned the recent violence; 

(12) President Mugabe’s statement that thou-
sands of law-abiding citizens are enemies of the 
state has further incited violence; 

(13) 147 out of 150 members of the Parliament 
in Zimbabwe (98 percent) belong to the same po-
litical party; 

(14) the unemployment rate in Zimbabwe now 
exceeds 60 percent and political turmoil is on the 
brink of destroying Zimbabwe’s economy; 

(15) the economy is being further damaged by 
the Government of Zimbabwe’s ongoing involve-
ment in the war in the Democratic Republic of 
the Congo; 

(16) the United Nations Food and Agricultural 
Organization has issued a warning that 
Zimbabwe faces a food emergency due to short-
ages caused by violence against farmers and 
farm workers; and 

(17) events in Zimbabwe could threaten sta-
bility and economic development in the entire 
region. 

(18) the Goverment of Zimbabwe has rejected 
international election observation delegation ac-
creditation for United States-based nongovern-
mental organizations, including the Inter-
national Republican Institute and National 
Democratic Institute, and is also denying ac-
creditation for other nongovernmental organiza-
tions and election observers of certain specified 
nationalities. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate— 
(1) extends its support to the vast majority of 

citizens of the Republic of Zimbabwe who are 
committed to peace, economic prosperity, and an 
open, transparent parliamentary election proc-
ess; 

(2) strongly urges the Government of 
Zimbabwe to enforce the rule of law and fulfill 
its responsibility to protect the political and civil 
rights of all citizens; 

(3) supports those international efforts to as-
sist with land reform which are consistent with 
accepted principles of international law and 
which take place after the holding of free and 
fair parliamentary elections; 

(4) condemns government-directed violence 
against farm workers, farmers, and opposition 
party members; 

(5) encourages the local media, civil society, 
and all political parties to work together toward 
a campaign environment conducive to free, 
transparent and fair elections within the legally 
prescribed period; 

(6) recommends international support for voter 
education, domestic and international election 
monitoring, and violence monitoring activities; 

(7) urges the United States to continue to 
monitor violence and condemn brutality against 
law abiding citizens; 

(8) congratulates all the democratic reform ac-
tivists in Zimbabwe for their resolve to bring 
about political change peacefully, even in the 
face of violence and intimidation; and 

(9) desires a lasting, warm, and mutually ben-
eficial relationship between the United States 
and a democratic, peaceful Zimbabwe. 

SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING ESTONIA, LATVIA, 
AND LITHUANIA 

SEC. 599A. It is the sense of the Senate that 
nothing in this Act regarding the assistance pro-
vided to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania under 
the heading ‘‘FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING 
PROGRAM’’ should be interpreted as expressing 
the sense of the Senate regarding an accelera-
tion of the accession of Estonia, Latvia, or Lith-
uania to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion (NATO). 

ELIMINATION OF DOWRY DEATHS AND HONOR 
KILLINGS 

SEC. 599B. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of 
State should meet with representatives from 
countries that have a high incidence of the 
practice of dowry deaths or honor killings with 
a view toward working with the representatives 
to increase awareness of the practices, to de-
velop strategies to end the practices, and to de-
termine the scope of the problem within the ref-
ugee population. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DOWRY DEATH.—The term ‘‘dowry death’’ 

means the killing of a woman because of a 
dowry dispute. 

(2) HONOR KILLING.—The term ‘‘honor killing’’ 
means the murder of a woman suspected of dis-
honoring her family. 

ELIMINATION OF FEMALE GENITAL MUTILATION 
SEC. 599C. The Secretary of State shall con-

duct a study to determine the prevalence of the 
practice of female genital mutilation. The study 
shall include the existence and enforcement of 
laws prohibiting the practice. The Secretary 
shall submit the findings of the study and rec-
ommendations on how the United States can 
best work to eliminate the practice of female 
genital mutilation, to the appropriate congres-
sional committees by June 1, 2001. 

SUPPORT BY THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION FOR 
SERBIA 

SEC. 599D. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds 
that— 

(1) General Dragolub Ojdanic, Minister of De-
fense of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
(Serbia and Montenegro) and an indicted war 
criminal, visited Moscow from May 7 through 
May 12, 2000, as a guest of the Government of 
the Russian Federation, attended the inaugura-
tion of President Vladimir Putin, and held talks 
with Russian Defense Minister Igor Sergeyev 
and Army Chief of Staff Anatoly Kvashnin; 

(2) General Ojdanic was military Chief of 
Staff of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia dur-
ing the Kosova war and has been indicted by 
the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for crimes against 
humanity and violations of the laws and cus-
toms of war for alleged atrocities against Alba-
nians in Kosova; 

(3) international warrants have been issued 
by the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia for General Ojdanic’s arrest 
and extradition to The Hague; 

(4) the Government of the Russian Federation, 
a permanent member of the United Nations Se-
curity Council which established the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia, has an obligation to arrest General 
Ojdanic and extradite him to The Hague; 

(5) on May 16, 2000, Russian Minister of Eco-
nomics Andrei Shapovalyants announced that 
his government has provided the Serbian regime 
of Slobodan Milosevic $102,000,000 of a 
$150,000,000 loan it had reactivated and will sell 
the Government of Serbia $32,000,000 of oil de-
spite the fact that the international community 
has imposed economic sanctions against the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia and the Government of Serbia; 

(6) the Government of the Russian Federation 
is providing the Milosevic regime such assist-
ance while it is seeking debt relief from the 
international community and loans from the 
International Monetary Fund, and while it is 
receiving corn and grain as food aid from the 
United States; 
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(7) the hospitality provided to General 

Ojdanic demonstrates that the Government of 
the Russian Federation rejects the indictments 
brought by the International Criminal Tribunal 
for the Former Yugoslavia against him and 
other officials, including Slobodan Milosevic, for 
alleged atrocities committed during the Kosova 
war; and 

(8) the relationship between the Government 
of the Russian Federation and the Governments 
of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and Ser-
bia only encourages the regime of Slobodan 
Milosevic to foment instability in the Balkans 
and thereby jeopardizes the safety and security 
of American military and civilian personnel and 
raises questions about Russia’s commitment to 
its responsibilities as a member of the North 
American Treaty Organization-led peacekeeping 
mission in Kosova. 

(b) ACTIONS.— 
(1) Fifteen days after the date of enactment of 

this Act, the President shall submit a report to 
Congress detailing all loans, financial assist-
ance, and energy sales the Government of the 
Russian Federation or entities acting on its be-
half has provided since June 1999, and intends 
to provide to the Government of Serbia or the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia or any entities under the control of the 
Governments of Serbia or the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia. 

(2) If that report determines that the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation or other entities 
acting on its behalf has provided or intends to 
provide the governments of Serbia or the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia or any entity under 
their control any loans or economic assistance 
and oil sales, then the following shall apply: 

(A) The Secretary of State shall reduce assist-
ance obligated to the Russian Federation by an 
amount equal in value to the loans, financial 
assistance, and energy sales the Government of 
the Russian Federation has provided and in-
tends to provide to the Governments of Serbia 
and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(B)(i) The Secretary of the Treasury shall in-
struct the United States executive directors of 
the international financial institutions to op-
pose, and vote against, any extension by those 
institutions of any financial assistance (includ-
ing any technical assistance or grant) of any 
kind to the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion except for loans and assistance that serve 
basic human needs. 

(ii) In this subparagraph, the term ‘‘inter-
national financial institution’’ includes the 
International Monetary Fund, the International 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development, the 
International Development Association, the 
International Finance Corporation, the Multi-
lateral Investment Guaranty Agency, and the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Devel-
opment. 

(C) The United States shall suspend existing 
programs to the Russia Federation provided by 
the Export-Import Bank and the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation and any consider-
ation of any new loans, guarantees, and other 
forms of assistance by the Export-Import Bank 
or the Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
to Russia. 

(D) The President may waive the actions de-
scribed in subparagraphs (2)(A), (2)(B), and 
(2)(C) if he determines and reports to Congress 
that it is in the national interest of the United 
States of America. 

(3) It is the sense of the Senate that the Presi-
dent of the United States should instruct his 
representatives to negotiations on Russia’s 
international debt to oppose further forgiveness, 
restructuring, and rescheduling of that debt, in-
cluding that being considered under the ‘‘Com-
prehensive’’ Paris Club negotiations. 

REHABILITATION OF THE TRANSPORTATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE OF BULGARIA AND ROMANIA 
SEC. 599E. Of the funds appropriated under 

the heading ‘‘Support for East European De-

mocracy’’, rehabilitation and remediation of 
damage done to the Romanian and Bulgarian 
economies as a result of the Kosova conflict 
should be given priority especially to those 
projects that are associated with the Stability 
Pact for South Eastern Europe, done at Cologne 
June 10, 1999 (commonly known as the ‘‘Balkan 
Stability Pact’’), particularly those projects that 
encourage bilateral cooperation between Roma-
nia and Bulgaria, and that seek to offset the 
difficulties associated with the closure of the 
Danube River. 

UNITED STATES-CUBAN MUTUAL ASSISTANCE IN 
THE INTERDICTION OF ILLICIT DRUGS 

SEC. 599F. Of the amount appropriated under 
the heading ‘‘Department of State, Inter-
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce-
ment’’, up to $1,000,000 shall be available to the 
Secretary of Defense, on behalf of the United 
States Coast Guard, the United States Customs 
Service, and other bodies, to work with the ap-
propriate authorities of the Cuban Government 
to provide for greater cooperation, coordination, 
and other mutual assistance in the interdiction 
of illicit drugs being transported over Cuban air-
space and waters: Provided, That such assist-
ance may only be provided after the President 
determines and certifies to Congress that— 

(1) Cuba has appropriate procedures in place 
to protect against innocent loss of life in the air 
and on the ground in connection with interdic-
tion of illegal drugs; and 

(2) that there is no evidence of the involve-
ment of the Government of Cuba in drug traf-
ficking. 

EMERGENCY FUNDING TO ASSIST COMMUNITIES AF-
FECTED BY HURRICANE FLOYD, HURRICANE DEN-
NIS, OR HURRICANE IRENE 

SEC. 599G. (a) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AS-
SISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for fiscal year 2000, for an additional 
amount for ‘‘Economic Development Assistance 
Programs’’, $125,000,000, to remain available 
until expended, for planning assistance, public 
works grants, and revolving loan funds to assist 
communities affected by Hurricane Floyd, Hur-
ricane Dennis, or Hurricane Irene. 

(2) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The 
$125,000,000— 

(A) shall be available only to the extent that 
the President submits to Congress an official 
budget request for a specific dollar amount that 
includes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement for the 
purposes of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 900 et 
seq.); and 

(B) is designated by Congress as an emergency 
requirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Con-
trol Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)). 

(b) COMMUNITY FACILITIES GRANTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is appropriated, out of 

any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for fiscal year 2000, for an additional 
amount for the rural community advancement 
program under subtitle E of the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 2009 
et seq.), $125,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, to provide grants under the commu-
nity facilities grant program under section 
306(a)(19) of that Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)(19)) with 
respect to areas subject to a declaration of a 
major disaster under the Robert T. Stafford Dis-
aster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 
U.S.C. 5121 et seq.) as a result of Hurricane 
Floyd, Hurricane Dennis, or Hurricane Irene. 

(2) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The 
$125,000,000 is designated by Congress as an 
emergency requirement under section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
901(b)(2)(A)). 

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING ADDITIONAL 
ASSISTANCE FOR MOZAMBIQUE AND SOUTHERN 
AFRICA 
SEC. 599H. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 

that: 
(1) In February and March of 2000, cyclones 

Gloria, Eline, and Hudah caused extensive 
flooding in Southern Africa, severely affecting 
the Republic of Mozambique. 

(2) The floods claimed at least 640 lives and 
left nearly 500,000 people displaced or trapped in 
flood-isolated areas. 

(3) The floods contaminated water supplies, 
destroyed hundreds of miles of roads, and 
washed away homes, schools, and health clin-
ics. 

(4) This heavy flooding and the displacement 
it caused created conditions in which infectious 
disease has flourished. 

(5) The Southern African floods of 2000 
washed previously identified and marked land-
mines to new, unmarked locations. 

(6) Prior to the flooding, Mozambique had 
been making progress toward climbing out of 
poverty, enjoying economic growth rates of 10 
percent per year. 

(7) The World Bank estimates that the costs of 
reconstruction in Mozambique alone will be 
$430,000,000, with an additional $215,000,000 in 
economic costs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that an additional $168,000,000 should 
be made available for disaster assistance in Mo-
zambique and Southern Africa. 

SENSE OF SENATE ON DEBT RELIEF FOR WORLD’S 
POOREST COUNTRIES 

SEC. 599I. It is the sense of the Senate that— 
(1) the relevant committees of the Senate 

should report to the full Senate legislation au-
thorizing comprehensive debt relief aimed at as-
sisting citizens of the poor countries under the 
enhanced Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Ini-
tiative; 

(2) these authorizations of bilateral and multi-
lateral debt relief should be designed to 
strengthen and expand the private sector, en-
courage increased trade and investment, support 
the development of free markets, and promote 
broad-scale economic growth in beneficiary 
countries; 

(3) these authorizations should also support 
the adoption of policies to alleviate poverty and 
to ensure that benefits are shared widely among 
the population, such as through initiatives to 
advance education, improve health, combat 
AIDS, and promote clean water and environ-
mental protection; 

(4) these authorizations should promote debt 
relief agreements that are designed and imple-
mented in a transparent manner so as to ensure 
productive allocation of future resources and 
prevention of waste; 

(5) these authorizations should promote debt 
relief agreements that have the broad participa-
tion of the citizenry of the debtor country and 
should ensure that country’s circumstances are 
adequately taken into account; 

(6) these authorizations should ensure that no 
country should receive the benefits of debt relief 
if that country does not cooperate with the 
United States on terrorism or narcotics enforce-
ment, is a gross violator of the human rights of 
its citizens, or is engaged in military or civil 
conflict that undermines poverty alleviation ef-
forts or spends excessively on its military; and 

(7) if the conditions set forth in paragraphs 
(1) through (6) are met in the authorization leg-
islation approved by Congress, Congress should 
fully fund bilateral and multilateral debt relief. 

RUSSIAN MISSILE SALES TO CHINA 
SEC. 599J. It is the sense of the Senate that the 

Secretary of the Treasury should direct the ex-
ecutive directors to all international financial 
institutions to use the voice and vote of the 
United States to oppose loans, credits, or guar-
antees to the Russian Federation, except for 
basic human needs, if the Russian Federation 
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delivers any additional SS–N–22 missiles or com-
ponents to the People’s Republic of China. 

INTERNATIONAL HEALTH EMERGENCIES 
SEC. 599K. In addition to amounts otherwise 

appropriated in this Act, $40,000,000 shall be 
available for necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, for global health 
and related activities: Provided, That of the 
funds appropriated under this section, not less 
than $30,000,000 shall be made available for pro-
grams to combat HIV/AIDS: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this sec-
tion, not less than $10,000,000 shall be made 
available for the prevention, treatment, and 
control of tuberculosis: Provided further, That 
amounts made available under this section are 
hereby designated by the Congress to be emer-
gency requirements pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985: Provided fur-
ther, That such amounts shall be made avail-
able only after submission to the Congress of a 
formal budget request by the President that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of the 
request as an emergency requirement as defined 
in such Act. 

TITLE VI—PLAN COLOMBIA 
The following sums are appropriated, out of 

any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes, namely: 

CHAPTER 1 
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ASSISTANCE FOR COUNTERNARCOTICS ACTIVITIES 
For necessary expenses to carry out section 

481 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to sup-
port Central and South America and Caribbean 
counternarcotics activities, $934,100,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That 
of the funds appropriated under this heading, 
not less than $120,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for assistance for Bolivia, of which not less 
than $100,000,000 shall be made available for al-
ternative development and other economic ac-
tivities: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, not less than 
$25,000,000 shall be made available for assistance 
for Ecuador, of which not less than $12,000,000 
shall be made available for alternative develop-
ment and other economic activities: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, up to $42,000,000 shall be made 
available for assistance for Peru: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $18,000,000 shall be made 
available for assistance for other countries in 
South and Central America and the Caribbean 
which are cooperating with United States coun-
ternarcotics objectives: Provided further, That 
of the funds appropriated under this heading 
not less than $110,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for the procurement, refurbishing, and sup-
port for UH–1H Huey II helicopters: Provided 
further, That of the amount appropriated under 
this heading, $5,000,000 shall be available to the 
Secretary of State for transfer to the Depart-
ment of Labor for the administration of the de-
mobilization and rehabilitation of child soldiers 
in Colombia, of which amount $2,500,000 shall be 
transferred not later than 30 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, and the remaining 
$2,500,000 shall be transferred not later than Oc-
tober 30, 2000: Provided further, That funds 
made available under this heading shall be in 
addition to amounts otherwise available for 
such purposes: Provided further, That section 
482(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall 
not apply to funds appropriated under this 
heading: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of State, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Defense and the Administrator of the U.S. 
Agency for International Development, shall 
provide to the Committees on Appropriations not 

later than 30 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act and prior to the initial obligation of 
any funds appropriated under this heading, a 
report on the proposed uses of all funds under 
this heading on a country-by-country basis for 
each proposed program, project or activity: Pro-
vided further, That funds appropriated under 
this heading shall be subject to notification: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount provided shall be 
available only to the extent an official budget 
request that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency require-
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS—THIS CHAPTER 
SEC. 6101. CONDITIONS ON ASSISTANCE FOR CO-

LOMBIA. (a) CONDITIONS.— 
(1) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—Assistance pro-

vided under this heading may be made available 
for Colombia in fiscal years 2000 and 2001 only 
if the Secretary of State certifies to the appro-
priate congressional committees prior to the ini-
tial obligation of such assistance in each such 
fiscal year, that— 

(A)(i) the President of Colombia has directed 
in writing that Colombian Armed Forces per-
sonnel who are credibly alleged to have com-
mitted gross violations of human rights will be 
brought to justice in Colombia’s civilian courts, 
in accordance with the 1997 ruling of Colombia’s 
Constitutional court regarding civilian court ju-
risdiction in human rights cases; and 

(ii) the Commander General of the Colombian 
Armed Forces is promptly suspending from duty 
any Colombian Armed Forces personnel who are 
credibly alleged to have committed gross viola-
tions of human rights or to have aided or abet-
ted paramilitary groups; and 

(iii) the Colombian Armed Forces and its Com-
mander General are fully complying with (A)(i) 
and (ii); and 

(B) the Colombian Armed Forces are cooper-
ating fully with civilian authorities in inves-
tigating, prosecuting, and punishing in the ci-
vilian courts Colombian Armed Forces personnel 
who are credibly alleged to have committed 
gross violations of human rights; and 

(C) the Government of Colombia is vigorously 
prosecuting in the civilian courts the leaders 
and members of paramilitary groups and Colom-
bian Armed Forces personnel who are aiding or 
abetting these groups. 

(2) CONSULTATIVE PROCESS.—The Secretary of 
State shall consult with internationally recog-
nized human rights organizations regarding the 
Government of Colombia’s progress in meeting 
the conditions contained in paragraph (1), prior 
to issuing the certification required under para-
graph (1). 

(3) APPLICATION OF EXISTING LAWS.—The same 
restrictions contained in section 564 of the For-
eign Operations, Export Financing, and Related 
Programs Appropriations Act, 2000 (Public Law 
106–113) and section 8098 of the Department of 
Defense Appropriations Act, 2000 (Public Law 
106–79) shall apply to the availability of funds 
under this heading. 

(b) REPORT.—Beginning 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter for the duration of the provision of 
resources administered under this Act, the Sec-
retary of State shall submit a report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees containing 
the following: 

(1) A description of the extent to which the 
Colombian Armed Forces have suspended from 
duty Colombian Armed Forces personnel who 
are credibly alleged to have committed gross vio-
lations of human rights, and the extent to 
which such personnel have been brought to jus-

tice in Colombia’s civilian courts, including a 
description of the charges brought and the dis-
position of such cases. 

(2) An assessment of efforts made by the Co-
lombian Armed Forces, National Police, and At-
torney General to disband paramilitary groups, 
including the names of Colombian Armed Forces 
personnel brought to justice for aiding or abet-
ting paramilitary groups and the names of para-
military leaders and members who were indicted, 
arrested and prosecuted. 

(3) A description of the extent to which the 
Colombian Armed Forces cooperate with civilian 
authorities in investigating and prosecuting 
gross violations of human rights allegedly com-
mitted by its personnel, including the number of 
such personnel being investigated for gross vio-
lations of human rights who are suspended from 
duty. 

(4) A description of the extent to which at-
tacks against human rights defenders, govern-
ment prosecutors and investigators, and officials 
of the civilian judicial system in Colombia, are 
being investigated and the alleged perpetrators 
brought to justice. 

(5) An estimate of the number of Colombian ci-
vilians displaced as a result of the ‘‘push into 
southern Colombia’’, and actions taken to ad-
dress the social and economic needs of these 
people. 

(6) A description of actions taken by the 
United States and the Government of Colombia 
to promote and support a negotiated settlement 
of the conflict in Colombia 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AIDING OR ABETTING.—The term ‘‘aiding or 

abetting’’ means direct and indirect support to 
paramilitary groups, including conspiracy to 
allow, facilitate, or promote the activities of 
paramilitary groups. 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives. 

(3) PARAMILITARY GROUPS.—The term ‘‘para-
military groups’’ means illegal self-defense 
groups and security cooperatives. 

(4) ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘‘assistance’’ means 
assistance appropriated under this heading for 
fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and provided under 
the following provisions of law: 

(A) Section 1004 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 
101–510; relating to counter-drug assistance). 

(B) Section 1033 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public Law 
105–85; relating to counter-drug assistance to 
Colombia and Peru). 

(C) Section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act 
(Public Law 90–629); relating to credit sales. 

(D) Section 481 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (Public Law 87–195; relating to inter-
national narcotics control). 

(E) Section 506 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (Public Law 87–195; relating to emer-
gency drawdown authority). 

SEC. 6102. REGIONAL STRATEGY. (a) REPORT 
REQUIRED.—Not later than 60 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the President 
shall submit to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the Senate, the Committee on International Re-
lations and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives, a report on the 
current United States policy and strategy re-
garding United States counternarcotics assist-
ance for Colombia and neighboring countries. 

(b) REPORT ELEMENTS.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall address the following: 

(1) The key objectives of the United States’ 
counternarcotics strategy in Colombia and 
neighboring countries and a detailed description 
of benchmarks by which to measure progress to-
ward those objectives. 

(2) The actions required of the United States 
to support and achieve these objectives, and a 
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schedule and cost estimates for implementing 
such actions. 

(3) The role of the United States in the efforts 
of the Government of Colombia to deal with ille-
gal drug production in Colombia. 

(4) The role of the United States in the efforts 
of the Government of Colombia to deal with the 
insurgency and paramilitary forces in Colombia. 

(5) How the strategy with respect to Colombia 
relates to and affects the United States’ strategy 
in the neighboring countries. 

(6) How the strategy with respect to Colombia 
relates to and affects the United States’ strategy 
for fulfilling global counternarcotics goals. 

(7) A strategy and schedule for providing ma-
terial, technical, and logistical support to Co-
lombia and neighboring countries in order to de-
fend the rule of law and to more effectively im-
pede the cultivation, production, transit, and 
sale of illicit narcotics. 

(8) A schedule for making Forward Operating 
Locations (FOL) fully operational, including 
cost estimates and a description of the potential 
capabilities for each proposed location and an 
explanation of how the FOL architecture fits 
into the overall the Strategy. 

SEC. 6103. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS ON 
COUNTER NARCOTICS MEASURES. It is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) the Government of Colombia should commit 
itself immediately to the urgent development 
and application of naturally occurring and eco-
logically sound methods for eradicating illicit 
crops, which could reduce significantly the loss 
of life in Colombia and the United States; 

(2) the effectiveness of United States counter 
narcotics assistance to Colombia depends on the 
ability of law enforcement officials of that coun-
try having unimpeded access to all areas of the 
national territory of Colombia for the purposes 
of carrying out the interdiction of illegal nar-
cotics and the eradication of illicit crops; and 

(3) the governments of countries receiving sup-
port under this title should take effective steps 
to prevent the creation of a safe haven for nar-
cotics traffickers by ensuring that narcotics 
traffickers indicted in the United States are 
promptly arrested, prosecuted, and sentenced to 
the maximum extent of the law and, upon the 
request of the United States Government, extra-
dited to the United States for trial for their egre-
gious offenses against the security and well- 
being of the people of the United States. 

SEC. 6104. REPORT ON EXTRADITION OF NAR-
COTICS TRAFFICKERS. (a) Not later than six 
months after the date of the enactment of this 
title, and every six months thereafter, during 
the period Plan Colombia resources are made 
available, the Secretary of State shall submit to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the Committee 
on International Relations, the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives a report 
setting forth— 

(1) a list of the persons whose extradition has 
been requested from any country receiving 
counter narcotics assistance from the United 
States, indicating those persons who— 

(A) have been surrendered to the custody of 
United States authorities; 

(B) have been detained by the authorities and 
who are being processed for extradition; 

(C) have been detained by the authorities and 
who are not yet being processed for extradition; 
or 

(D) are at large; 
(2) a determination whether authorities of 

each country receiving counternarcotics assist-
ance from the United States are making good 
faith efforts to ensure the prompt extradition of 
each of the persons sought by United States au-
thorities; and 

(3) an analysis of— 
(A) any legal obstacles in the laws of each 

country receiving counternarcotics assistance 
from the United States regarding prompt extra-

dition of persons sought by United States au-
thorities; and 

(B) the steps taken by authorities of the 
United States and the authorities of each coun-
try receiving counternarcotics assistance from 
the United States to overcome such obstacles. 

SEC. 6105. HERBICIDE SAFETY. None of the 
funds appropriated under this title may be used 
to support the use of any herbicide, unless the 
Director of the National Center for Environ-
mental Health at the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention determines and reports to 
the appropriate congressional committees that 
such herbicide is safe and nontoxic to human 
health, and the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency determines and re-
ports to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees that such herbicide does not contaminate 
ground or surface water. 

SEC. 6106. LIMITATIONS ON SUPPORT FOR PLAN 
COLOMBIA AND ON THE ASSIGNMENT OF UNITED 
STATES PERSONNEL IN COLOMBIA. (a) LIMITA-
TION ON SUPPORT FOR PLAN COLOMBIA.— 

(1) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by any Act shall be 
available for support of Plan Colombia unless 
and until— 

(A) the President submits a report to Congress 
requesting the availability of such funds; and 

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution approv-
ing the request of the President under subpara-
graph (A). 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The limitation in paragraph 
(1) does not apply to— 

(A) appropriations made by this Act, the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Act, 2001, or 
the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
2001, for the purpose of support of Plan Colom-
bia; or 

(B) the unobligated balances from any other 
program used for their originally appropriated 
purpose to combat drug production and traf-
ficking, foster peace, increase the rule of law, 
improve human rights, expand economic devel-
opment, and institute justice reform in the coun-
tries covered by Plan Colombia. 

(b) LIMITATION ON ASSIGNMENT OF UNITED 
STATES PERSONNEL IN COLOMBIA.— 

(1) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in para-
graph (2), none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this or any other 
Act (including unobligated balances of prior ap-
propriations) may be available for— 

(A) the assignment of any United States mili-
tary personnel for temporary or permanent duty 
in Colombia in connection with support of Plan 
Colombia if that assignment would cause the 
number of United States military personnel so 
assigned in Colombia to exceed 500; or 

(B) the employment of any United States indi-
vidual civilian retained as a contractor in Co-
lombia if that employment would cause the total 
number of United States individual civilian con-
tractors employed in Colombia in support of 
Plan Colombia who are funded by Federal funds 
to exceed 300. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The limitation contained in 
paragraph (1) shall not apply if— 

(A) the President submits a report to Congress 
requesting that the limitation not apply; and 

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution approv-
ing the request of the President under subpara-
graph (A). 

(c) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
limitation in subsection (b)(1) for a single period 
of up to 90 days in the event that the Armed 
Forces of the United States are involved in hos-
tilities or that imminent involvement by the 
Armed Forces of the United States in hostilities 
is clearly indicated by the circumstances. 

(d) STATUTORY CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section may be construed to affect the au-
thority of the President to carry out any emer-
gency evacuation of United States citizens or 
any search or rescue operation for United States 
military personnel or other United States citi-
zens. 

(e) REPORT ON SUPPORT FOR PLAN COLOM-
BIA.—Not later than June 1, 2001, and not later 
than June 1 and December 1 of each of the suc-
ceeding four fiscal years, the President shall 
submit a report to Congress setting forth any 
costs (including incremental costs incurred by 
the Department of Defense) incurred by any de-
partment, agency, or other entity of the Execu-
tive branch of Government during the two pre-
vious fiscal quarters in support of Plan Colom-
bia. Each such report shall provide an 
itemization of expenditures by each such depart-
ment, agency, or entity. 

(f) BIMONTHLY REPORTS.—Beginning within 
90 days of the date of enactment of this joint 
resolution, and every 60 days thereafter, the 
President shall submit a report to Congress that 
shall include the aggregate number, locations, 
activities, and lengths of assignment for all tem-
porary and permanent United States military 
personnel and United States individual civilians 
retained as contractors involved in the 
antinarcotics campaign in Colombia. 

(g) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.— 
(1) JOINT RESOLUTIONS DEFINED.— 
(A) For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(B), the 

term ‘‘joint resolution’’ means only a joint reso-
lution introduced not later than 10 days of the 
date on which the report of the President under 
subsection (a)(1)(A) is received by Congress, the 
matter after the resolving clause of which is as 
follows: ‘‘That Congress approves the request of 
the President for additional funds for Plan Co-
lombia contained in the report submitted by the 
President under section 6106(a)(1) of the 2000 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act.’’. 

(B) For purposes of subsection (b)(2)(B), the 
term ‘‘joint resolution’’ means only a joint reso-
lution introduced not later than 10 days of the 
date on which the report of the President under 
subsection (a)(1)(A) is received by Congress, the 
matter after the resolving clause of which is as 
follows: ‘‘That Congress approves the request of 
the President for exemption from the limitation 
applicable to the assignment of personnel in Co-
lombia contained in the report submitted by the 
President under section 6106(b)(2)(B) of the 2000 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act.’’. 

(2) PROCEDURES.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (B), a joint resolution described in 
paragraph (1)(A) or (1)(B) shall be considered in 
a House of Congress in accordance with the pro-
cedures applicable to joint resolutions under 
paragraphs (3) through (8) of section 8066(c) of 
the Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
1985 (as contained in Public Law 98–473; 98 Stat. 
1936). 

(h) PLAN COLOMBIA DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘Plan Colombia’’ means the plan of the 
Government of Colombia instituted by the ad-
ministration of President Pastrana to combat 
drug production and trafficking, foster peace, 
increase the rule of law, improve human rights, 
expand economic development, and institute jus-
tice reform. 

(i) NATIONAL SECURITY EXEMPTION.—The limi-
tation contained in subsection (b)(1) shall not 
apply with respect to any activity subject to re-
porting under title V of the National Security 
Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 413 et seq.). 

SEC. 6107. DECLARATION OF SUPPORT. (a) CER-
TIFICATION REQUIRED.—Assistance may be made 
available for Colombia in fiscal years 2000 and 
2001 only if the Secretary of State certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees, before the 
initial obligation of such assistance in each 
such fiscal year, that the United States Govern-
ment publicly supports the military and political 
efforts of the Government of Colombia, con-
sistent with human rights conditions in section 
6101, necessary to effectively resolve the con-
flicts with the guerrillas and paramilitaries that 
threaten the territorial integrity, economic pros-
perity, and rule of law in Colombia. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS.— 

The term ‘‘appropriate committees of Congress’’ 
means the following: 
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(A) The Committees on Appropriations and 

Foreign Relations of the Senate. 
(B) The Committees on Appropriations and 

International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(2) ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘‘assistance’’ means 
assistance appropriated under this heading for 
fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and provided under 
the following provisions of law: 

(A) Section 1004 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 
101–510; relating to counter-drug assistance). 

(B) Section 1033 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1998 (Public Law 
105–85; relating to counter-drug assistance to 
Colombia and Peru). 

(C) Section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act 
(Public Law 90–629; relating to credit sales). 

(D) Section 481 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (Public Law 87–195; relating to inter-
national narcotics control). 

(E) Section 506 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (Public Law 87–195; relating to emer-
gency drawdown authority). 

SEC. 6108. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON UNITED 
STATES CITIZENS HELD HOSTAGE IN COLOMBIA. 
(a) The Senate finds that— 

(1) illegal paramilitary groups in Colombia 
pose a serious obstacle to United States and Co-
lombian counter-narcotics efforts; 

(2) abduction of innocent civilians is often 
used by such groups to gain influence and rec-
ognition; 

(3) three United States citizens, David 
Mankins, Mark Rich, and Rick Tenenoff, who 
were engaged in humanitarian and religious 
work were abducted by one such group and 
have been held hostage in Colombia since Janu-
ary 31, 1993; 

(4) these 3 men have the distinction of being 
the longest-held American hostages; 

(5) their kidnapers are believed to be members 
of the Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Co-
lombia (FARC) narco-guerrilla organization in 
Colombia; 

(6) the families of these American citizens 
have not had any word about their safety or 
welfare for 7 years; and 

(7) such acts against humanitarian workers 
are acts of cowardice and are against basic 
human dignity and are perpetrated by criminals 
and thus not deserving any form of recognition. 

(b) The Senate— 
(1) in the strongest possible terms condemns 

the kidnaping of these men; 
(2) appeals to all freedom loving nations to 

condemn these actions; 
(3) urges members of the European Community 

to assist in the safe return of these men by in-
cluding in any dialogue with FARC the objec-
tive of the release of all American hostages; 

(4) appeals to the United Nations Commission 
on Human Rights to condemn the kidnaping 
and to pressure the FARC into resolving this sit-
uation; and 

(5) calls upon the President to raise the kid-
naping of these Americans to all relevant for-
eign governments and to express his desire to see 
this tragic situation resolved. 

SEC. 6109. SUPPORT FOR THE DEFENSE CLASSI-
FIED ACTIVITIES. In addition to amounts pro-
vided elsewhere in this Act, $8,500,000 is hereby 
appropriated to the Department of Defense 
under the heading, ‘‘Military Construction, De-
fense-Wide’’ for classified activities related to, 
and for the conduct of a utility and feasibility 
study referenced under the heading of ‘‘Man-
agement of MASINT’’ in Senate Report 106–279 
to accompany S. 2507, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount provided shall be 
available only to the extent an official budget 
request for $8,500,000, that includes designation 
of the entire amount of the request as an emer-

gency requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended, is transmitted by the Presi-
dent to the Congress. 

CHAPTER 2 
BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘International 
Disaster Assistance’’, $35,000,000 for Mozam-
bique and Southern Africa, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended: 
Provided further, That the amount provided 
shall be available only to the extent that an of-
ficial budget request that includes designation 
of the entire amount as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985 as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress. 

INTERNATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY ASSISTANCE 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
The value of articles and services authorized 

for Southern Africa as of March 2, 2000, to be 
drawn down by the President under the author-
ity of section 506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, shall not be counted 
against the ceiling limitation of that section. 

Under the authority of section 506(d) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, up 
to $37,600,000 is appropriated to the Department 
of Defense as reimbursement for drawdowns for 
southern Africa pursuant to section 506(a)(2) of 
such Act authorized as of March 2, 2000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated by 
the Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985, as amended: Provided further, That the 
amount provided shall be available only to the 
extent that an official budget request that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries and 

Expenses,’’ $17,850,000 to be made available 
until expended. 

METHAMPHETAMINE PRODUCTION AND 
TRAFFICKING 

For initiatives to combat methamphetamine 
production and trafficking, $40,000,000 to be 
made available until expended: Provided, That 
the entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended: Provided further, That the amount 
provided shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Congress. 

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS 
STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available under 

this heading for the State Criminal Alien Assist-
ance Program, $7,850,000 are rescinded. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 2001’’. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent the Senate in-
sist on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

I finally ask unanimous consent that 
S. 2522 be indefinitely postponed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon) appointed Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. GREGG, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. 
BENNETT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. BYRD con-
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 8 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, while 
some Members of the Senate are con-
versing about the schedule, I want to 
take a moment and comment today on 
a couple of items that have appeared in 
today’s newspapers related to a very 
important matter that we will be ad-
dressing soon. The first item appeared 
in the Wall Street Journal: 

‘‘Drug benefit costs for large employers are 
expected to jump 22.5 percent for employees 
and 23.4 percent for retirees over the next 
year,’’ according to a survey of 61 companies. 

Drug costs are expected to jump 22.5 
percent in a single year for employees 
and employers. 

The second item is a full-page ad that 
appeared in the Washington Post 
today. This ad is sponsored by the 
Pharmaceutical Research and Manu-
facturers of America. It says: 

One of these pills is a counterfeit. Can you 
guess which one? 

And then it says: 
Congress is about to permit the wholesale 

importation of drugs from Mexico and Can-
ada. The personal health of American con-
sumers is unquestionably at risk. Counter-
feit prescription drugs will inevitably make 
their way across our borders and into our 
medicine cabinets. Counterfeit prescription 
drugs can kill. Counterfeit drugs have killed. 

This is from the big pharmaceutical 
manufacturers. What they are alleging 
is that it would be unsafe to allow 
those in this country who want to go to 
Canada to access a supply of prescrip-
tion drugs from a drugstore in Win-
nipeg that was originally made in the 
United States, in a plant inspected by 
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the Food and Drug Administration, and 
then put in a bottle and sent to a phar-
macy in Canada. 

It would not be unsafe. It would be 
cheaper, but not unsafe. Here is the 
issue. This is a global economy, we are 
told, and the pharmaceutical industry 
certainly benefits from that global 
economy. They buy their chemicals all 
around the world to get the best prices, 
and they should. They use these chemi-
cals to produce wonderful, life-saving 
medicines. Then they ship that medi-
cine all around the world. They ship it 
to Pembina, ND, and to Emerson, 
Manitoba in Canada. Those two com-
munities are about 5 miles apart. For 
the same medicine, produced in the 
same manufacturing plant by the same 
company, in the same dosage strength, 
put in the same bottle, the manufac-
turers will charge the U.S. consumer 
triple, double, or quadruple the price 
charged the Canadian consumer. 

The question is this: Why should an 
American citizen have to go to Canada 
to buy a drug that was produced in the 
United States in order to find that 
they will save 50 to 70 percent on the 
price of that same drug? The answer is 
that they should not have to go to Can-
ada to do that. There ought to be fairer 
pricing of prescription drugs in this 
country. 

There is a little sweetheart law on 
the books in this country that needs to 
be amended. This law says that the 
only entity that can re-import pre-
scription drugs into the United States 
is its manufacturer. So when a pharma-
ceutical manufacturer makes a drug in 
the United States and ships it to Can-
ada for sale at a fraction of the price— 
and that is because Canada won’t allow 
them to sell it at the price at which 
they sell it in the United States—they 
are able to say to pharmacists and drug 
wholesalers in the United States that 
they can’t go to Canada and buy it and 
bring it back and pass the savings 
along to their customers. Even though 
it is the same drug, made in a plant in 
the United States, and the plant is ap-
proved by the FDA, they can’t bring it 
back from Canada. Why? Because a law 
in this country prevents that. Talk 
about a sweetheart deal. 

Some of us want to amend that law. 
Some Republicans and Democrats have 
come together on legislation to allow 
pharmacists and drug wholesalers to 
import FDA-approved medicines. So in 
response, the pharmaceutical industry 
spent a fortune putting full-page ads in 
newspapers today, saying this is about 
‘‘counterfeit medicine’’ that will kill 
people. What a sack of lies. There is no 
counterfeit medicine problem here. We 
are talking about the importation of 
prescription drugs in this country only 
in instances where the chain of custody 
has been assured and guaranteed. 

This is the most profitable industry 
in the world, and I understand that it 
wants to protect its profits. I think the 
drug companies do a lot of wonderful 
things. But I don’t think it is wonder-
ful when they tell senior citizens in 

this country—all citizens, for that 
matter, but especially senior citizens— 
we have a life-saving drug, but you will 
pay double the price of what we charge 
anywhere else in the world. That is not 
fair. But it happens all the time. 

What we ought to do is decide that if 
this is a global economy, it is a global 
economy for senior citizens and for 
pharmacists, as long as we assure the 
chain of custody and resolve the issue 
of safety. 

A pharmacist in Grand Forks, ND, 
cannot go to Winnipeg, Canada, to buy 
the same pill, in the same bottle, made 
in the same manufacturing plant, and 
bring it back and pass the savings 
along to senior citizens. Senior citizens 
are 12 percent of our population, yet 
they use one-third of all the prescrip-
tion drugs in this country. They have 
reached their retirement years, the 
years in which their incomes are lim-
ited, and they discover that they must 
pay the highest prices for prescription 
drugs of any group of consumers in the 
world. That is not fair. 

Miracle drugs only perform miracles 
if you can afford to take them. Life- 
saving drugs only save lives if you can 
afford to access those drugs. I have had 
hearings all across this country, and I 
have heard identical testimony in 
every State. Senior citizens tell me: 
When I go to the grocery store, I must 
first go to the pharmacy at the back of 
the store to buy my prescription drugs 
because only then will I know how 
much money I have left to pay for food. 
Only then will I know how much 
money I have left with which to eat. 

That is happening all across this 
country. The folks in the pharma-
ceutical industry want to continue to 
charge U.S. consumers double, triple, 
or quadruple the prices they impose 
upon citizens of other countries. That 
is not fair. We ought to change it. 

In the appropriations bill when it was 
considered by the House, the House en-
acted two amendments to essentially 
prevent the FDA from enforcing the 
current law. 

In the Senate, there will be an 
amendment offered by one of my Re-
publican colleagues, myself, and oth-
ers. The Senate amendment would also 
allow pharmacists and drug whole-
salers to import prescription drugs 
that were produced in the United 
States, in plants that are approved by 
the FDA, but it includes provisions to 
ensure this is done in a safe manner. 
We hope enough Members of the Senate 
will agree so that we will be able to get 
this done in the coming days. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2001 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now 
turn to H.R. 4461, the Agriculture ap-
propriations bill. I further ask unani-

mous consent that all after the enact-
ing clause of H.R. 4461 be stricken and 
the text of S. 2536 with a modified divi-
sion B be inserted in lieu thereof, and 
that the new text be treated as original 
text for the purpose of further amend-
ment, and that no point of order be 
waived. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I express my appre-
ciation to Senator WELLSTONE for 
being so reasonable on this issue. As 
usual, he spotted the issue. It has been 
explained to him. We are now moving 
forward on this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I know the 
manager, Senator COCHRAN, is ready to 
proceed. We hope to go forward with 
opening statements and any amend-
ments that can be considered tonight. I 
will consult with Senator COCHRAN and 
the managers about how to proceed 
throughout the remainder of the night. 
But we will turn back to this legisla-
tion in the morning not later than 9:30. 
We will have stacked votes, if any are 
ready by then, at 2:15 or 2:30 p.m. to-
morrow. We will indicate a specific 
time later. 

I thank the Senator from Mississippi, 
Senator COCHRAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 4461) making appropriations 

for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to present for the Senate’s 
consideration the fiscal year 2001 Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and 
Drug Administration, and related agen-
cies appropriations bill. This bill pro-
vides fiscal year 2001 funding for the 
programs and activities of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, the Food and 
Drug Administration, and the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission. 
The U.S. Forest Service is funded by 
the Interior appropriations bill. 

This bill, as reported, also provides 
fiscal year 2000 supplemental appro-
priations and rescissions to respond to 
emergency needs resulting from nat-
ural disasters and other unanticipated 
funding requirements. 

The fiscal year 2001 provisions are 
contained in Division A of the reported 
bill. It provides total new budget au-
thority for fiscal year 2001 of $75.3 bil-
lion. This is $295 million less than the 
fiscal year 2000 enacted level, excluding 
emergency appropriations, and $1.5 bil-
lion less than the President’s budget 
request. 

Just over eighty percent of the total 
recommended by this bill is for manda-
tory appropriations over which the Ap-
propriations Committee has no effec-
tive control. The spending levels for 
these programs are governed by au-
thorizing statutes. The mandatory pro-
grams funded by this bill include the 
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Commodity Credit Corporation, the 
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation, 
and the Food Stamp and Child Nutri-
tion Programs. 

About twenty percent of the total ap-
propriations recommended by this bill 
is for discretionary programs and ac-
tivities. Including Congressional budg-
et scorekeeping adjustments and prior- 
year spending actions, this bill rec-
ommends total discretionary spending 
of $14.850 billion in budget authority 
and $14.925 billion in outlays for fiscal 
year 2001. These amounts are con-
sistent with the Subcommittee’s dis-
cretionary spending allocations. 

I would like to take a few moments 
to summarize the bill’s major funding 
recommendations. For the Food Safety 
and Inspection Service, appropriations 
of $678 million are recommended, $29 
million more than the fiscal year 2000 
level. For the Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, $468 million is rec-
ommended, $25 million more than the 
2000 level. 

Appropriations for USDA head-
quarters operations and for other agri-
culture marketing and regulatory pro-
grams are approximately $84 million 
more than the fiscal year 2000 appro-
priations levels. Included in this in-
crease is $25 million to support infor-
mation technology investments in sup-
port of the Department’s Service Cen-
ter Modernization initiative; $42.4 mil-
lion to support the Department of Ag-
riculture’s buildings and facilities and 
rental payment requirements; $5.9 mil-
lion, as requested, for costs associated 
with implementing the Mandatory 
Livestock Reporting Act; and $6.2 mil-
lion for the Agricultural Marketing 
Service to implement a micro-
biological data program. 

For farm credit programs, the bill 
funds an estimated $3.1 billion total 
loan program level, the same as the fis-
cal year 2000 level, excluding additional 
loans funded through fiscal year 2000 
emergency appropriations. The amount 
recommended includes $559.4 million 
for farm ownership loans and $2.4 bil-
lion for farm operating loans. 

For salaries and expenses of the 
Farm Service Agency, total appropria-
tions of $1.095 billion are recommended. 
This is $89 million more than the 2000 
level and the same as the President’s 
budget request. 

The bill provides total appropriations 
of $1.4 billion for agriculture research, 
education, and extension activities. In-
cluded in this amount is an increase of 
$3.8 million from fiscal year 2000 for 
Agricultural Research Service (ARS) 
buildings and facilities, an increase of 
$41.2 million for research activities of 
the ARS; and a $19.2 million increase in 
funding for the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Serv-
ice. 

For conservation programs adminis-
tered by USDA’s Natural Resources 
Conservation Service, total funding of 
$867.6 million is provided, $63 million 
more than the 2000 level. This includes 
$714 million for conservation oper-

ations, $11 million for watershed sur-
veys and planning, $99 million for wa-
tershed and flood prevention oper-
ations, $36 million for the resource con-
servation and development program, 
and $6 million for the forestry incen-
tives program. 

USDA’s Foreign Agricultural Service 
is funded at a program level of $117.7 
million, $4 million more than the fiscal 
year 2000 level. In addition, a total pro-
gram level of $996.7 million is rec-
ommended for the Public Law 480 pro-
gram, the same as the fiscal year 2001 
budget request and $51.4 million more 
than the fiscal year 2000 level. This in-
cludes $159.7 million for Title I and $837 
million for Title II of the program. 

The bill also provides a total pro-
gram level of $2.5 billion for rural eco-
nomic and community development 
programs. Included in this amount is 
$749 million for the Rural Community 
Advancement Program, $33 million for 
the Rural Business-Cooperative Serv-
ice, and $75 million to support a total 
$2.6 billion program level for rural elec-
tric and telecommunications loans. 

In addition, the bill devotes addi-
tional resources to those programs 
which provide affordable, safe, and de-
cent housing for low-income individ-
uals and families living in rural Amer-
ica. Estimated rural housing loan au-
thorizations funded by this bill total 
$4.6 billion. Included in this amount is 
$4.3 billion in section 502 low-income 
housing direct and guaranteed loans 
and $114 million in section 515 rental 
housing loans. In addition, $680 million 
is included for the rental assistance 
program. This is the same as the budg-
et request and $40 million more than 
the 2000 appropriations level. 

Appropriations totaling $35 billion 
for USDA’s nutrition assistance pro-
grams continue to command the high-
est percentage of the total appropria-
tions recommended by the bill—nearly 
47 percent of the total new budget au-
thority provided. This includes $9.5 bil-
lion for child nutrition programs, in-
cluding $6 million to complete funding 
for the school breakfast pilot program; 
$4.05 billion for the Special Supple-
mental Nutrition Program for Women, 
Infants, and Children (WIC); $140 mil-
lion for the commodity assistance pro-
gram; $140 million for the elderly feed-
ing program; and $21.2 billion for the 
food stamp program. 

For those independent agencies fund-
ed by the bill, the Committee provides 
total appropriations of $1.2 billion, $54 
million more than the 2000 level. In-
cluded in this amount is $67 million for 
the Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, and $1.1 billion for the Food 
and Drug Administration (FDA). The 
bill also establishes a limitation of 
$36.8 million on administrative ex-
penses of the Farm Credit Administra-
tion. 

Total appropriations recommended 
for salaries and expenses of the FDA 
are $33.7 million more than the 2000 ap-
propriations level. This additional 
amount, along with $34 million redi-

rected from FDA’s tobacco program in 
light of the recent Supreme Court deci-
sion, provides a total increase of $67.7 
million for fiscal year 2001. Included in 
this amount is the full increase re-
quested in the budget for FDA rental 
payments to the General Services Ad-
ministration; an additional $24 million 
for FDA food safety initiatives; and $25 
million for premarket review activi-
ties. The additional funding for pre-
market review will continue to 
strengthen FDA’s ability to perform its 
core statutory mission of reviewing 
drugs, foods, medical devices and prod-
ucts within statutory time frames and 
to ensure patients’ speedy access to 
new products and the latest tech-
nology. 

The bill also makes available $149 
million in Prescription Drug User Fee 
Act collections, $4 million more than 
the fiscal year 2000 level. 

The discretionary budget authority 
allocation for this bill is approxi-
mately $200 million more than the CBO 
baseline level, or a ‘‘freeze’’ at the 2000 
enacted appropriations level. To pro-
vide the increases the Committee felt 
were necessary to maintain funding for 
essential farm, housing, and rural de-
velopment programs, several manda-
tory funding restrictions are included 
in the bill. Modest limitations on the 
Environmental Quality Incentives and 
Conservation Farm Option programs 
are maintained at the fiscal year 2000 
levels. Funding for the Initiative for 
Future Agriculture and Food Systems 
and the Fund for Rural America is de-
ferred until fiscal year 2002, as pro-
posed in the President’s budget. 

Although the total discretionary 
spending recommended by this bill is 
approximately $277 million in budget 
authority below the President’s budget 
request level, as reestimated by the 
Congressional Budget Office, the Presi-
dent’s proposed budget relies on addi-
tional revenues and savings to accom-
modate much higher levels of discre-
tionary spending. The President’s 
budget proposes to generate a net total 
of $564 million in collections from new 
user fee proposals, and to redirect 
funds from ongoing projects and Con-
gressional initiatives to pay for Presi-
dential initiatives. 

This Committee does not have the 
luxury of relying on revenues and sav-
ings from legislative proposals that 
have not been acted on by the Congress 
and signed into law. Consequently, 
within the discretionary spending limi-
tations established for this bill, we 
have not been able to afford many of 
the discretionary spending increases 
and new initiatives proposed by the Ad-
ministration, and still remain con-
sistent with the Budget Act. 

Food safety continues to be a high 
priority of this Committee. This bill, 
as recommended to the Senate, pro-
vides the funds necessary to ensure 
that American consumers continue to 
have the safest food supply in the 
world. Not only does this bill provide 
increased funds required for meat and 
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poultry inspection activities of the 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, it 
provides total funding of $377 million, a 
$53 million increase from the 2000 level, 
for USDA and FDA programs and ac-
tivities included in the President’s 
Food Safety Initiative. 

Turning to ‘‘Division B’’, the re-
ported bill recommended a net total of 
$2.2 billion for emergency and regular 
supplemental appropriations and re-
scissions for the fiscal year 2000. 

A number of these provisions have 
been enacted into law as part of the 
conference report on the fiscal year 
2001 Military Construction Appropria-
tions Act. The substitute amendment 
deletes those provisions and makes 
other accompanying technical and con-
forming changes to Division B of the 
reported bill. 

The Chairmen of the various Appro-
priations Subcommittees may speak to 
those provisions in Division B of the 
reported bill under their respective ju-
risdictions. 

However, for programs and activities 
within the jurisdiction of the Agri-
culture Subcommittee, Division B, as 
modified, recommends $1.1 billion in 
emergency supplemental appropria-
tions for fiscal year 2000. 

Supplemental appropriations for 
emergency housing and relief to farm-
ers as a result of the North Carolina 
hurricane and other natural disasters; 
for the Farm Service Agency to meet 
high workload demands; and to offset 
the assessment on peanut producers for 
program losses have now been enacted 
into law. 

The remaining emergency supple-
mental appropriations recommended in 
the bill reported to the Senate still 
must be addressed. 

These include the $13 million re-
quested by the President to cover a 
shortfall in available funding for crop 
insurance premium discounts; $35 mil-
lion to support ongoing acreage enroll-
ments in the Conservation Reserve and 
Wetlands Reserve programs; and an ad-
ditional $130 million for the Rural 
Community Advancement Program. 

Just as devastating to producers as 
losses from hurricanes, drought and 
other natural disasters are losses from 
new and emergent diseases and pest in-
festations. The bill provides authority 
for the Secretary of Agriculture to 
compensate growers for losses as a re-
sult of the plum pox virus which has 
devastated the stone fruit industry; 
citrus canker; Mexican fruit fly; grass-
hoppers and Mormon crickets; and 
Pierce’s disease, a new problem plagu-
ing the grape industry. 

In addition, emergency assistance to-
taling an estimated $443 million is rec-
ommended for dairy producers and $450 
million for livestock producers. 

Mr. President, this appropriations 
bill was reported by the Committee on 
May 10th. It was one of the first of the 
thirteen fiscal year 2001 appropriations 
bills to be reported to the Senate by 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Although the companion bill was re-
ported from the House Appropriations 

Committee around that same time, on 
May 16th, the House did not begin con-
sideration of the bill until June 29. The 
House resumed consideration of the bill 
immediately following the July recess 
and passed the bill on July 11 by a vote 
of 339–82. 

There are approximately 26 legisla-
tive days remaining before the October 
1 start of the fiscal year. It is my hope 
we can expedite the Senate’s consider-
ation of this bill so we can go to con-
ference with the House and get this bill 
to the President as quickly as possible. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin, the ranking member 
of the subcommittee, Mr. KOHL, as well 
as other members of the subcommittee, 
for their support and cooperation in 
putting this bill together. It is never 
easy to determine funding priorities, or 
to balance the many competing and le-
gitimate needs that confront agri-
culture in this bill and stay within the 
subcommittee’s required spending limi-
tations. I believe this bill represents a 
responsible funding recommendation. I 
ask the Senators to give it their favor-
able consideration. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 

President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2886 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the leader, I un-
derstand that S. 2886 is at the desk, and 
I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 2886) to provide for retail com-

petition for the sale of electric power, to au-
thorize States to recover transition costs, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I now ask for its second 
reading, and object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The bill will receive its second read-
ing on the next legislative day. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al-
lowed to speak as in morning business 
for a period of about 15 minutes, or 
until the leader seeks recognition. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ENERGY 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

would like to chat a little bit about en-
ergy this evening because there are 
several misconceptions relative to the 
position that the United States is cur-
rently in relative to the high gasoline 
prices that we have been subjected to 
in the last several months. 

First of all, the bad news is, there is 
no relief in sight. What we currently 
have is a situation where, simply, the 
available refining capacity associated 
with gasoline production and the de-
mand is such that the two lines are al-
most parallel. In other words, our abil-
ity to produce gasoline and the current 
consumption of gasoline are about 
equal. So as a consequence, in reality, 
we are drawing down our reserves. This 
is at a time when normally our re-
serves would be substantially higher. 

There is a reason for this. I think the 
American people should understand 
and appreciate reality because what we 
have is a situation where our refining 
capacity has been reduced dramati-
cally over the last 8 years. We have 
lost about 37 refineries in the United 
States during the last 10-year period. 
There has not been a new refinery built 
in the United States in almost two dec-
ades. 

What we have, then, is a concentra-
tion of our existing refineries operating 
at near full capacity, producing the re-
quirements associated with the public’s 
demand for gasoline, coupled with the 
problems associated with meeting the 
Clean Air Act, which mandates certain 
reformulated gasolines in various parts 
of the country. 

We had testimony before the com-
mittee of which I am chairman, the En-
ergy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee, earlier last week. One of the 
principals with the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency identified that the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, under 
their interpretation of the Clean Air 
Act, has mandated as many as nine 
specific cuts of reformulated gasolines 
that have a regional application 
around the country. That means in 
California you have one type of refor-
mulated gasoline. You have another 
type in Chicago. You may have another 
type in Atlanta. 

These have gone into effect as a con-
sequence of the June 1 new mandates 
for reformulated gasoline in various 
parts of the country. What this means 
is, the refineries have to separate and 
move and store separately these dif-
ferent cuts of gasoline. The cost, of 
course, is significant from the stand-
point of what the American public has 
to pay. 

We have seen, since the spiraling 
price of crude oil over the last year— 
where a year ago prices were $11, $12, 
$13, $14 a barrel—an average price of 
nearly $30 a barrel this year. 

The difficulty we experience is, hav-
ing become so dependent on imported 
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oil, currently imported oil is running 
at 56 percent of total U.S. consump-
tion. As we look at our neighbors in 
OPEC, we recognize that we have an in-
creasing dependence on their resources. 
In other words, they control the supply 
and we are the market. As a con-
sequence, when we have significant de-
mand increases of consumption, we go 
to OPEC, as our Secretary of Energy 
has done from time to time, encour-
aging more production. 

However, OPEC seems to have 
learned from experience. They have de-
veloped a strategy internally where 
they have set a price floor and a price 
ceiling. The floor evidently is $22 a bar-
rel of oil; the ceiling is $28 a barrel. In 
recent days, there has been an antici-
pation that OPEC will increase produc-
tion, today we have the president of 
OPEC indicating that since the price 
fell temporarily below $28 a barrel, 
OPEC was not going to increase pro-
duction and was going to review the 
matter in another 20 days. 

The American public should be aware 
that we are caught between a floor-to- 
ceiling $22 to $28. The American public 
should be aware that as a consequence 
of OPEC’s internal discipline, there is 
no relief in sight for a reduction of gas 
prices of anything appreciable. There 
will be perhaps some regional reduc-
tions as we get the reformulated gaso-
line under control in various parts of 
the country. 

It is also important to recognize that 
one of the most significant additives, 
MTBE, has been dismissed as contrary 
to the health of the public in the sense 
that this reformulated portion does get 
into the water table. As a consequence, 
we are substituting ethanol for MTBE, 
which is a grain and agriculture prod-
uct that enjoys a partial subsidy but 
nevertheless is a satisfactory additive 
to make reformulated gasoline to meet 
the market demands in the various re-
gions of the country. 

The point I want to make is that on 
gasoline, our demand is up. Our produc-
tion is relatively stagnant, even 
though we are producing at the max-
imum capacity for our refineries. We 
have a situation where we are actually 
pulling down our reserves. For many 
Members of this body, particularly in 
the Northeast corridor, who are con-
cerned legitimately about the high cost 
of heating oil and the awareness that 
there might not be adequate reserves 
being built up during the summer to 
meet the demand if there is a cold win-
ter, they justifiably should be con-
cerned. What we should be doing now is 
dropping off substantially our produc-
tion of gasoline and building up re-
serves for heating oil. But that is not 
the case. Our reserves for heating oil 
are at an all-time low. 

We have had consideration from the 
Clinton administration and some Mem-
bers to set up some kind of a heating 
oil strategic reserve. This is rather an 
interesting dilemma, if you walk 
through it and understand it. It doesn’t 
necessarily create the relief we want 

and may suggest that the Government 
is involving itself in the manipulation 
of pricing of petroleum products. 

Let me cite an example of what I 
fear. Currently, the thought is that 
there will be an arrangement made by 
the Department of Energy to acquire 
up to 2 million barrels of heating oil re-
serve somewhere in the Northeast, per-
haps in the New York City area, where 
they can lease tankage. The tradeoff on 
where the oil would come from would 
be crude oil from the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve in Louisiana. That oil, of 
course, is not refined. If we take an 
equivalent of 2 million barrels plus, be-
cause we want to have value for value, 
and take the crude oil out of SPR and 
refine it, we are offsetting the refining 
capacity of that refiner of making gas-
oline or perhaps heating oil with the 
substitution of the oil from SPR. 

That is purchased by the Govern-
ment, put in storage, and sits in stor-
age until such time as circumstances 
dictate the trigger be pulled and the oil 
released. Then the question is, What is 
the appropriate triggering mechanism? 
Are we going to trigger the release of 
based on the price of heating oil, or are 
we going to do it as a consequence of a 
supply shortage? 

Last year, we had a critical situation 
in the Northeast but did not actually 
have anyone go without heating oil. 
What happened last year is the reserves 
were very low, but there was enough to 
meet the demand. This year, the fear, 
rightly so, for many in the Northeast is 
that there might not be enough fuel oil 
to meet the demand if the winter gets 
cold. The dilemma is, if the Govern-
ment is putting in 2 million barrels and 
going to basically store it, then is the 
industry that ordinarily would build up 
an inventory and tie up its cash-flow 
for a period of time going to do that, 
knowing that the Federal Government 
is doing the same thing? It is going to 
be a business decision, but it is going 
to be interesting to see what the pri-
vate sector does. 

It might be simply a tradeoff. Why 
should the private sector build up an 
inventory when it knows the Govern-
ment has an inventory? In the end, is 
there any more fuel oil left for the 
Northeast corridor if indeed there is a 
cold winter? 

I bring this out to point to the dif-
ficulty we are having in coming to 
grips with the reality that we have a 
greater demand for oil than we have of 
productive capability. We have become 
dependent again on our neighbors in 
OPEC—and not just the 10 official 
OPEC members. One of our other asso-
ciates is a gentleman by the name of 
Saddam Hussein, who is the head of 
Iraq. 

Many people forget that we fought a 
war over there just a decade ago. We 
lost 147 lives; we had 427 Americans 
who were wounded; we had 23 taken 
prisoner. Today, Iraq is the fastest 
growing source of oil for the United 
States. Isn’t that rather ironic? I can’t 
understand why Americans are not in-

dignant over the fact that we are look-
ing to this tyrant, who we know is sell-
ing oil, smuggling it out, generating 
funds for missile development—there 
was just an article today relative to 
the testing of a new missile by Iraq— 
developing his biological capability. 
This man is a bad man. He is up to no 
good. Yet the United States is looking 
to him to bail us out for our supply of 
oil. It is absolutely ironic that we 
would look to Saddam Hussein. 

August 2 will be the 10th anniversary 
of Saddam Hussein’s invasion of Ku-
wait. What a difference a decade 
makes. Let’s do a little comparison. I 
think the American people should 
wake up and be a little sensitive to the 
fact that we have lifted embargoes on 
technologies that would allow him to 
increase his refining capacity. The U.N. 
no longer does any inspections of what 
is going on in Iraq or where his oil is 
going or whether it is going for the 
Food for Peace Program. 

Ten years ago, Saddam Hussein in-
vaded Kuwait to stimulate higher oil 
prices and to build up his war machine. 
We know that. That was 10 years ago. 
Now high oil prices yield Saddam Hus-
sein $75 million a day under a legal 
U.N. oil-for-food program and $2 mil-
lion a day in illegal smuggling revenue 
which is used to build up his war ma-
chine. 

Mr. President, we know this for a 
fact. We know what he is doing with 
the funds he gets from smuggling oil. 
Ten years ago, Saddam Hussein was 
proved to be the biggest threat to 
peace in the Middle East. As of today, 
it has cost thousands of lives, some $10 
billion of U.S. taxpayers’ money, and 
150,000 sorties, where we have flown to 
enforce our no-fly zone. It has cost the 
American taxpayers $10 billion to fence 
in Saddam Hussein. 

Saddam Hussein is still the biggest 
threat to peace in the Mideast and cer-
tainly the biggest threat to Israel. I 
can’t understand why there is not more 
of an awakening of the fact that we are 
supporting this tyrant. We are becom-
ing more dependent upon him and we 
are playing into his hands. 

Where is the logic? Where is the 
American foreign policy? I can simplify 
foreign policy with regard to Saddam 
Hussein and Iraq in one single syllo-
gism. We buy his oil, we send him our 
dollars, we put his oil in our airplanes, 
and fly over and bomb him. He puts out 
a press release saying how many people 
we injured or killed, they rally around 
Saddam Hussein, and the process starts 
all over again. 

Is this the foreign policy of the 
United States that we support? Or 
would we rather ignore it and pretend 
it doesn’t exist? I think the latter is 
probably the case. It is absolutely in-
credible that we don’t face up to what 
is happening and the fact that we are 
condoning this action. Ten years ago, 
Saddam Hussein was using oil revenue 
to purchase weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Now, Saddam Hussein—the same 
guy—is using his oil revenue to pur-
chase weapons of mass destruction. We 
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know this. They just tested them yes-
terday. He has the ability, with the ad-
vanced weaponry he has developed, to 
extend the missile clear to Israel. 

Ten years ago, the United States pur-
chased less than 400,000 barrels a day 
from Iraq—before the war started. Now 
the United States is purchasing 750,000 
barrels a day. Ten years ago, the 
United States began to import more 
than 50 percent of our oil, and OPEC 
became an important voice in U.S. en-
ergy policy. Now, the United States, as 
I have indicated, is importing more 
than 56 percent of our oil. With Iraq, 
the fastest-growing supplier, Saddam 
Hussein has become an important 
voice—imagine that—in our U.S. en-
ergy policy. Saddam Hussein may have 
lost the war, but he certainly seems to 
have won the peace. With its energy 
policy—or lack thereof—the Clinton- 
Gore administration has snatched de-
feat from the jaws of the gulf war vic-
tory. I will repeat that. Saddam Hus-
sein may have lost the war, but he has 
won the peace. With its energy policy, 
or lack of an energy policy, the Clin-
ton-Gore administration has snatched 
defeat from the jaws of the gulf vic-
tory. 

We are very much dependent on this 
source, and the likelihood of reducing 
it is not going to take place until we 
send a clear message as to what our en-
ergy policy will be. Now, the alter-
natives aren’t really very complex. We 
either import more and pay the price, 
or we commit to development and ex-
ploration of our energy resources here 
in the United States. Wyoming, Mon-
tana, Colorado—the overthrust belt— 
have a tremendous potential for oil and 
gas development, as does Illinois, 
Pennsylvania, and numerous other 
States. We have withdrawn about 64 
percent of the public land in the United 
States and exempted it from explo-
ration, let alone production. 

Now, we have a tremendous potential 
in OCS areas—off the shores of Texas, 
Alabama, Mississippi, and other States, 
some of which don’t want to develop 
OCS areas off their States. That is 
their own business. But for those who 
do they should be allowed to do so. It is 
kind of interesting because our Vice 
President made a statement in Lou-
isiana that if he is elected President, 
he will make an attempt to buy back 
OCS oil leases and cancel other leases. 

Mr. President, that leaves one with 
the question: Where is this energy 
going to come from? We have energy 
coming from my State of Alaska. We 
have been producing 20 to 25 percent of 
our domestic crude oil for the last 
twenty years. We have the potential 
for a major discovery in a small sliver 
of the Arctic area, the Coastal Plain. 
Let me explain how small that sliver 
is. In the general area of the Arctic 
Wildlife Refuge, there are 19 million 
acres. That is as big as the size of the 
State of South Carolina. Half of that 
has been reserved in perpetuity as a 
wilderness. Nearly the other half has 
been set aside in a refuge, also in per-

petuity, subject to the Congress, who 
are the only ones that can change it. 
Out of those 19 million acres, 1.5 mil-
lion acres was left out to the discretion 
of Congress back in 1980. That was done 
as a consequence of the belief that this 
was the area where a likely discovery 
could be made. 

Well, there have been a lot of esti-
mates. When you look for oil, you 
never know where you are going to find 
it or how much you are going to find. 
If you are going to find it in Alaska, 
you better find a lot of it; otherwise, 
you can’t afford to produce it. Recent 
estimates go as high as 16 billion bar-
rels of recoverable reserves. That is 
based on the latest discovery and pro-
duction technology, even though much 
of this area has not been made avail-
able for 3D seismic evaluation because 
it is under the Department of Interior. 
Sixteen billion barrels would be as 
much as what we would import from 
Saudi Arabia for a 30-year period. So it 
is a substantial amount. 

What we need to do in this country— 
and we need to do it now; the longer we 
wait, the more dependent we are going 
to be on OPEC—is to set a clear and de-
cisive policy toward a commitment to 
reduce our dependence on imports. 
That is what we have done, along with 
Senator LOTT and several colleagues, 
in the legislation we introduced, which 
is the National Energy Security Act of 
2000. We have adopted a goal to guide 
our energy policy, and the goal is to re-
duce our dependence on imported oil to 
less than 50 percent by the end of the 
decade. When you have that kind of ob-
jective, you have an opportunity to 
send a clear message. 

We have to send a clear message. We 
have to send a message to Saudi Arabia 
and to Kuwait, and we have to send it 
to Venezuela and Mexico, that we are 
committed to reducing our dependence 
and we are committed to increase ex-
ploration and production here in the 
United States. I admire the commit-
ment of America’s environmental com-
munity who, for the most part, oppose 
domestic oil production and explo-
ration in the United States. But I re-
mind them that we have the tech-
nology, the know-how, the American 
can-do spirit, and we can make the im-
pact of development much smaller here 
and keep the jobs and the dollars at 
home, as opposed to the exploration 
that occurs in other areas of the world 
where they don’t have the environ-
mental safeguards. So what kind of a 
tradeoff is it? Is it better for the envi-
ronment that we do it right here at 
home, or if we depend on those coun-
tries that don’t have that internal dis-
cipline and consideration for the envi-
ronment? 

The industry says that if, indeed, 
they find oil in this sliver of the Arc-
tic, out of the 1.5 million acres, which 
is part of the 19 million acres, which is 
the size of South Carolina, the foot-
print would be somewhere between 
1,500 to 2,000 acres. My friends who are 
in the farming business know what 

kind of a farm a 1,500-acre or 2,000-acre 
farm is. The drilling and exploration 
would be done in the wintertime. The 
roads would be ice roads. There would 
be no permanent community. There 
would be a compatibility with the car-
ibou. We have addressed all the issues, 
and we have proven it in Prudhoe Bay, 
where 20 percent of the crude oil has 
come from for the last two decades. 
But that was old technology; we have 
new technology now. Many don’t want 
us to have an opportunity to find out if 
indeed the oil is there, and the oil is 
there in the reserves that we have. 

Some people more or less dismiss it, 
and say, well, we are in a situation 
with oil. Don’t worry. We have lots of 
natural gas. 

As chairman of the Energy Com-
mittee, I have a little bit of a different 
view about the situation with natural 
gas in this country. Let me start out 
by reminding you and the American 
people that there is a rude awakening 
coming with regard to natural gas. It is 
going to affect Americans in their 
heating bills. It is going to affect 
Americans in their electric bills. 

This is what has happened. A year 
ago in this country the price for nat-
ural gas was around $2.30. Six months 
ago, it was $2.56. Deliveries in January 
are $4.30. I know many utilities are 
going to their commissions advising 
them of rate increases. This hasn’t hit 
the American public yet. If we thought 
the hue and cry on the increased price 
of heating oil or gasoline was going to 
bring down the roof, wait until you 
hear the cry of the American people 
this winter when they get their gas 
bills. 

How did this come about? Somebody 
said, well, we have 160 trillion cubic 
feet in reserve. That was last year. We 
have 150 trillion cubic feet this year. 
We are, again, pulling down our re-
serves faster than we are finding new 
reserves. When you do that, you de-
plete your base. 

What also is happening to put further 
pressure is the electric industry is 
turning to gas turbines for power gen-
eration—turbines. The permitting 
process is much easier and much cheap-
er than for building a coal-fired plant. 

We have a situation where we are 
coming to grips. The American people 
aren’t aware of it. They are not reflect-
ing on it because it doesn’t really hit 
them like they were hit in 1973 or 1974 
when we had the Arab oil embargo. 
Some people in this body might be old 
enough to remember. We had gasoline 
lines around the block. The public was 
outraged: How could this happen in 
this country? How could we have these 
kinds of shortages? We did. The public 
reacted. We played the blame game and 
pointed the finger at everybody and ev-
erything. Gasoline and oil prices had 
no relief in sight. 

I can guarantee it, natural gas has 
spiraled. It is escalating with no relief 
in sight. How did we get in this situa-
tion? One reason is we haven’t had an 
energy policy for a long, long time. 
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What is our energy policy? Clearly, it 

is to provide more imports of oil into 
this country as opposed to developing 
domestic oil reserves. What is our gas 
policy on natural gas? We have with-
drawn from public lands areas that or-
dinarily would be available for explo-
ration—64 percent of the overthrust 
belt, as I have indicated. 

What have we done with regard to 
nuclear power? Twenty percent of our 
power generation is nuclear energy. We 
can’t pass a bill in this body to deal 
with the waste. We can’t override the 
President’s veto. We are one vote short 
to address what to do with our nuclear 
waste. There hasn’t been a nuclear 
plant built in this country in 20 years. 
There is not going to be. They are 
building them in China. They are build-
ing them in Taiwan. They are building 
them in France. France is 76 percent 
dependent on nuclear energy. They 
don’t have air quality problems. They 
are never going to be held hostage by 
the Mideast again. They learned that 
in 1973. 

We don’t have a policy on oil other 
than to import more. We don’t have a 
policy for encouraging domestic gas ex-
ploration. We don’t have a policy to ad-
dress what we are going to do with our 
nuclear industry let alone resolve the 
nuclear waste problem. We have lots of 
coal. Are we building coal plants? Ab-
solutely not. The permitting time for 
coal plants puts them out of reach of 
reality. There are none being built. 

Tell me from where the energy is 
going to come. There are many who 
say, well, we should find alternative 
energy. I am all for it. But you name 
it. 

We have spent over $70 billion in the 
last two decades subsidizing the devel-
opment of alternative energy. What is 
it? Solar, biomass, wind? Some places 
in my State, such as Barrow, don’t get 
much daylight in the wintertime. It is 
dark all the time. Sometimes the wind 
doesn’t blow. These alternatives are 
fine. They have a place. We have to en-
courage them. But they are not going 
to take the place of oil and gas in the 
near future. By the time we are 
through evaluating our alternatives, it 
is not a very bright picture because the 
alternatives just aren’t there. The al-
ternatives provide us with about 4 per-
cent of our current energy mix. 

We have hydro. I have not spoken of 
hydro. It is a renewable resource. 
There is no question about it. But this 
administration curiously enough has 
identified hydro as nonrenewable. I 
grew up in Ketchikan, AK. We have a 
couple hundred inches of rain a year. I 
remember one year we had 226 inches of 
rain. We have a few little hydrodams. 

To suggest rainfall and hydro are not 
renewable is beyond me. But, neverthe-
less, the administration proposes to re-
move some of the dams from the Co-
lumbia and Snake Rivers to rebuild the 
fish runs. Unfortunately, some time 
ago decisions were made, rightly or 
wrongly, with regard to the tradeoff on 
posterity. It is just that simple. You 

are going to have your natural runs of 
fish. You are not going to have dams. 
But they trade it consciously or uncon-
sciously for the agricultural industry 
associated and what dams those rivers 
could do with benefits in low-cost 
power to the residents of the area. 
Whether you have an aluminum plant, 
whether you have Boeing, whether you 
have tremendous agricultural produc-
tivity out of land that was once desert, 
they traded those things off. You can’t 
want it both ways. You want to rebuild 
the natural runs. Most of the biologists 
will tell you that you can enhance runs 
by bringing in new stock, if your abil-
ity to rebuild the native runs is pretty 
remote. Some people suggest it is not 
possible. 

But if you tear down the dams, there 
is another tradeoff. How much barge 
traffic that moves the grain and com-
merce up and down the Columbia and 
Snake Rivers is going to go back on 
the highways? It is all going to go 
back, isn’t it? Somebody said there will 
be 700,000 more trucks on our highways, 
if you tear down the dams. What kind 
of a tradeoff is that? 

There is no energy policy identifiable 
with this administration. It is that 
simple—no oil, no domestic explo-
ration, no hydro, no nuclear, no coal. 
That is the reality of where we are. It 
is a pretty bleak picture. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement 
from Richard Butler from the Wash-
ington Post dated Monday, July 17, en-
titled ‘‘Guess Who’s Back.’’ It is our 
friend, Saddam Hussein. It is entitled 
‘‘Saddam Hussein is reconstituting his 
capability to deploy weapons of mass 
destruction.’’ 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a statement that 
came out of Reuters today entitled 
‘‘Venezuelan OPEC president Ali Rodri-
guez said Tuesday there would be no oil 
production rise at the end of this 
month because prices have fallen below 
the upper limit of OPEC’s price target 
ban.’’ 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Monday, July 
17, 2000] 

GUESS WHO’S BACK 
(By Richard Butler) 

So you thought Saddam Hussein was out of 
your life? Sorry—he’s back, manufacturing 
the weapons of mass destruction with which 
he threatens the Iraqi people, his neighbors 
and, by extension, the safety of the world. 

Two separate developments have returned 
Saddam Hussein to the headlines. Earlier 
this month the administration revealed that 
its satellites had detected Iraq test-firing Al- 
Samoud missiles, home-grown, smaller 
versions of the Scuds last used against Israel 
during the 1990 Gulf War. The chief of U.S. 
Central Command, Gen. Tony Zinni, said 
that the range of the Al-Samoud easily could 
be increased. 

The administration also revealed that Sad-
dam Hussein has been hiding between 20 and 
30 Russian Scuds as well as working through 
front companies outside Iraq to acquire the 
machine tools needed to build more missiles. 

None of this is new. In my last report as 
executive chairman of UNSCOM, the agency 
charged with disarming Saddam, I warned 
the U.N. Security Council about Iraq’s mis-
sile-development activities. That was almost 
two years ago, just before Iraq shut down all 
international arms control and monitoring 
efforts. I’ve also publicly detailed Iraq’s re-
fusal to yield or account for its holdings of 
at least 500 tons of fuel usable only by Scud- 
type missiles. Iraqi officials told me that a 
complete accounting for this fuel was unnec-
essary because, after all, Iraq had no Scud 
missiles. I disagreed, stating that the reverse 
was true: As long as Iraq refused to yield the 
fuel, it clearly had concealed Scuds or 
planned to acquire or build them. 

Presumably unconnected with the adminis-
tration’s revelation but simultaneous with 
it, former UNSCOM inspector Scott Ritter, 
in an article in Arms Control Today, claimed 
that Iraq is ‘‘qualitatively disarmed.’’ He 
failed to offer any new information or evi-
dence to support this dubious concept. 

There were two levels of deception in Iraqi 
dealings with UNSCOM: concealment and 
false declarations on the weapons Iraq was 
prepared to put in play in the disarmament 
process. When Ritter worked for me, he was 
in charge of the UNSCOM unit responsible 
for finding and destroying the concealed 
weapons, and he was vilified by Iraqi leaders 
as their major persecutor. Now he says he 
has had private conversations with unspec-
ified Iraqi officials that have persuaded him 
they are ‘‘qualitatively disarmed’’ and will 
accept a new monitoring program if the Se-
curity Council first lifts all sanctions 
against Iraq. 

The facts are clear and alarming, and they 
do not support this assertion. Iraq has been 
free of any arms control or monitoring re-
gime for almost two years, a consequence of 
the breakdown of consensus among the per-
manent members of the Security Council. 
Now Saddam Hussein is reconstituting his 
capability to deploy weapons of mass de-
struction. I’ve seen evidence of Iraq, at-
tempts to acquire missile-related tools and, 
even more chilling, of steps the Iraqis have 
taken to reassemble their nuclear weapons 
design team. After the Gulf War, experts as-
sessed Iraq was only six months from testing 
an atomic bomb. It retains that know-how. 
It also has rebuilt its chemical and biologi-
cal weapons manufacturing facilities. 

If the United States is serious about ad-
dressing the threat current developments 
raise, it should insist to its fellow permanent 
members of the Security Council that there 
be a new consensus on enforcing arms con-
trol in Iraq. Selective revelations such as 
those recently issued by the administration 
need to be accompanied by a robust policy 
within the Security Council, making clear 
particularly to Russia and France that the 
United States is not prepared to accept their 
patronage of Saddam Hussein. 

CARACAS, July 18 (Reuters)—Venezuelan 
OPEC President Ali Rodriguez said Tuesday 
there would be no oil production rise at the 
end of this month, because prices had fallen 
below the upper limit of OPEC’s price target 
band. 

Speaking to reporters on his arrival in 
Venezuela after a tour of OPEC countries, 
the Venezuelan energy and mines minister 
said the mechanism to trigger an increase in 
production depended on the OPEC oil basket 
price staying above $28 a barrel for 20 con-
secutive days. 

The price of OPEC’s basket of crude fell to 
$27.46 a barrel on Monday, according to the 
OPEC secretariat in Vienna. 

Asked what would result from the fall in 
the basket price, Rodriguez replied ‘‘the 20- 
day process will begin again.’’ 
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OPEC’s news agency carried a report on 

Monday quoting Rodriguez as asking other 
members to prepare for an output increase of 
500,000 barrels a day if prices did not fall. 

Asked whether he planned to consult with 
fellow OPEC members on a possible increase, 
Rodriguez replied ‘‘that does not require con-
sultation,’’ By he added there is unanimous 
consent in the cartel for an OPEC summit in 
Caracas in September. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
that is the president of OPEC. 

The article further states: 
Speaking to reporters on his arrival in 

Venezuela after a tour of OPEC countries, 
the Venezuelan energy and mines minister 
said the mechanism to trigger an increase in 
production depended on the OPEC oil basket 
price staying above $28 a barrel for 20 con-
secutive days. 

Our Secretary of Energy made a deal 
when he was over there several months 
ago and petitioned the Saudis for 
greater production. That was at the 
time we were first beginning to feel the 
price escalation. He did generate a 
commitment for another 500,000 barrels 
of oil. 

However, the American public and 
the American press made the assump-
tion we were going to get all that in-
creased production. We only got 16 per-
cent. That is our allocation in this 
country. Mr. President, 16 percent of 
500,000 barrels is not enough to fuel 
Washington, DC, in 1 day. It is a drop 
in the bucket. Other areas of the world 
are recovering, including Asia, Japan, 
and they are increasing in their de-
mand for oil. 

In any event, speaking to reporters, 
the Venezuela Energy and Mines Min-
ister says the mechanism to trigger an 
increase depended on the OPEC oil bas-
ket price staying above $28 a barrel for 
20 consecutive days. He further says 
the price of OPEC’s basket of crude oil 
fell to $27.46 a barrel on Monday, ac-
cording to the OPEC secretary in Vi-
enna. Asked what the result from the 
fall in the basket price would be, 
Rodriguez replied: The 20-day process 
will begin again. 

So we are on another 20 days; no re-
lief for at least 20 days. They are not 
going to produce more oil, so the price 
will stay around $30, where it is cur-
rently. 

OPEC’s news agency carried a report 
on Monday quoting Rodriguez and 
other members to prepare for an out-
put increase of 500,000 barrels a day if 
prices did not fall. Well, they fell. And 
asked whether he planned to consult 
with fellow OPEC members on a pos-
sible increase, Rodriguez replied that 
does not require consultation. He added 
that there is unanimous support in the 
cartel for an OPEC summit in Caracas 
in September. Remember where you 
heard it first. Right out of Caracas, 

from the president of OPEC, there is no 
relief in sight until September. 

Maybe we ought to go out and fill up 
our tanks today because it might go up 
tomorrow. 

There we are. A capsule, if you will, 
of the dilemma with regard to a lack of 
an energy policy, where we are on gaso-
line, where we are in heating oil, where 
we are in natural gas. Who bears the 
responsibility for this? I think it is fair 
to say, at times this is a partisan body 
of some regard, I think we have seen 
from time to time situations where we 
point the finger and don’t want to bear 
the responsibility. 

At the risk of generating some reac-
tion from my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, I think it is fair I 
point out some inconsistencies with re-
gard to the position of our Vice Presi-
dent. As we look at the coming elec-
tion and the role of the candidate on 
energy and on the environment, I think 
we have to ask where the candidates 
really stand. I will give one person’s 
view. As the campaigns march toward 
November, I think we have to ask our-
selves where Vice President GORE real-
ly stands in the minds of the voters. I 
served with the Vice President in this 
body and I have the deepest respect for 
him, but I think we are aware that, 
while he is an expert politician, he is 
recognized as an extreme environ-
mentalist to some extent. He has a 
mixed bag. He is involved in policy but 
he also appears to be a zinc miner, an 
oil company shareholder, and has a 
record of shifting his position on en-
ergy and environmental issues. 

One looks back on gasoline prices, 
which I have talked a good deal about 
this evening, but in his book ‘‘Earth in 
the Balance,’’ the Vice President, who 
certainly structures himself as an envi-
ronmentalist said: Higher taxes on fos-
sil fuels is one of the logical first steps 
in changing our policies in a manner 
consistent with a more responsible ap-
proach to the environment. 

‘‘Changing our policies’’ is certainly 
legitimate. Even as the Vice President 
was casting a tie-breaking vote in this 
body to raise gasoline taxes—and it 
was his vote that raised them 4.3 
cents—the Environmental Protection 
Agency determined that more expen-
sive reformulated gasoline needed to be 
sold in many areas of the country. Ac-
cording to memoranda from the De-
partment of Energy and the Congres-
sional Research Service, EPA’s gaso-
line requirements balkanized the mar-
ket and strained supply and raised 
prices. 

One has to question whether, if the 
Vice President’s policies were so effec-
tive in raising prices, one would expect 
the Vice President to be somewhat sat-

isfied. But obviously, confronted with 
angry consumers, AL GORE, the politi-
cian, suggested that refiners and oil 
companies were to blame. There is a 
lot of blaming around here for any-
thing that is an inconvenience to the 
public. We all scurry for cover. Again, 
I think we have to look at whether 
what AL GORE wrote in his book, 
‘‘Earth in the Balance,’’ suggests high 
energy prices would thwart the utiliza-
tion of gasoline that, indeed, he might 
be satisfied with higher energy prices. 

I have been handed a note relative to 
a matter that is of concern to all Mem-
bers, and as a consequence I believe the 
leader is going to request the attention 
of this body. 

I therefore suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, sec-
tion 314 of the Congressional Budget 
Act, as amended, requires the Chair-
man of the Senate Budget Committee 
to adjust the appropriate budgetary ag-
gregates and the allocations for the 
Appropriations Committee to reflect 
amounts provided for emergency re-
quirements. 

I hereby submit revisions to the 2001 
Senate Appropriations Committee allo-
cations, pursuant to section 302 of the 
Congressional Budget Act, in the fol-
lowing amounts: 

Budget authority Outlays 

Current Allocation: 
General purpose discre-

tionary .............................. $541,565,000,000 $547,687,000,000 
Highways .............................. ................................ 26,920,000,000 
Mass transit ......................... ................................ 4,639,000,000 
Mandatory ............................. 327,787,000,000 310,215,000,000 

Total ................................. 869,352,000,000 889,461,000,000 

Adjustments: 
General purpose discre-

tionary .............................. +28,000,000 +6,527,000,000 
Highways .............................. ................................ ................................
Mass transit ......................... ................................ ................................
Mandatory ............................. ................................ ................................

Total ................................. +28,000,000 +6,527,000,000 

Revised Allocation: 
General purpose discre-

tionary .............................. 541,593,000,000 554,214,000,000 
Highways .............................. ................................ 26,920,000,000 
Mass transit ......................... ................................ 4,639,000,000 
Mandatory ............................. 327,787,000,000 310,215,000,000 

Total ................................. 869,380,000,000 895,988,000,000 

I hereby submit revisions to the 2001 
budget aggregates, pursuant to section 
311 of the Congressional Budget Act, in 
the following amounts: 

Budget authority Outlays Surplus 

Current Allocation: Budget Resolution .................................................................................................................................................................................................. $1,467,670,000,000 $1,446,408,000,000 $56,792,000,000 
Adjustments: Emergencies ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................... +28,000,000 +6,527,000,000 ¥6,527,000,000 
Revised Allocation: Budget Resolution .................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,467,698,000,000 1,452,935,000,000 50,265,000,000 
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VICTIMS OF GUN VIOLENCE 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, it has 
been more than a year since the Col-
umbine tragedy, but still this Repub-
lican Congress refuses to act on sen-
sible gun legislation. 

Since Columbine, thousands of Amer-
icans have been killed by gunfire. Until 
we act, Democrats in the Senate will 
read some of the names of those who 
lost their lives to gun violence in the 
past year, and we will continue to do so 
every day that the Senate is session. 

In the name of those who died, we 
will continue this fight. Following are 
the names of some of the people who 
were killed by gunfire one year ago 
today. 

July 18: 
Sabino Cornejo, 39, Memphis, TN; 

Ronald Dowl, 24, New Orleans, LA; Ste-
ven Gardner, 45, Miami-Dade County, 
FL; Gregory Irvin, 17, St. Louis, MO; 
Willie Love, Detroit, MI; Iddeen 
Mustafa, 17, Detroit, MI; Phet Phet 
Phongsanarh, 20, Detroit, MI; Roberto 
Ramirez, 15, Detroit, MI; Ronald 
Regaldo, 19, Denver, CO; Lenou 
Thammavongsa, Detroit, MI; Jorge 
Vasquez, 18, Dallas, TX; Dawamda 
Withrow, 20, New Orleans, LA; Uniden-
tified male, 25, Norfolk, VA. 

One of the victims of gun violence I 
mentioned was Sabino Cornejo, a 39- 
year-old Memphis man who was a be-
loved and highly respected member of 
his community. One year ago today, 
gunmen burst into his home and or-
dered him and his family to the floor. 
Sabino was shot and killed in front of 
his four children. 

We cannot sit back and allow such 
senseless gun violence to continue. The 
time has come to enact sensible gun 
legislation. Sabino’s death is a re-
minder to all of us that we need to act 
now. 

f 

DEATH TAX ELIMINATION ACT 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, last Friday, 
the Senate concluded debate on the 
Death Tax Elimination Act, H.R. 8, and 
passed the bill by a bipartisan vote of 
59 to 39. I am very grateful to Senators 
on both sides of the aisle who sup-
ported this important legislation. 

The broad, bipartisan support the 
death-tax repeal bill received suggests 
that we have finally found a formula 
for taxing inherited assets in a fair and 
common sense way. Unrealized gains 
will be taxed, but they will be taxed 
when they are earned—not at death. 
Death itself will no longer trigger a 
tax. 

This change—effectively substituting 
a capital-gains tax, which would be due 
upon the sale of inherited assets, for an 
estate tax at death—is itself a com-
promise. 

When I first introduced a death-tax 
repeal bill in 1995, I did not propose any 
change in the stepped-up basis—a 
change that is at the heart of this bill. 
My original legislation would have re-
pealed the death tax and allowed heirs 

to continue to step up the tax basis in 
the inherited property to the fair mar-
ket value at the date of death. 

That is obviously the ideal world for 
taxpayers: No death tax, and a minimal 
capital-gains tax when the inherited 
assets are later sold. The problem was, 
that approach sat idle for four years. 
We could not get it to the Senate floor 
for a vote, and we could not attract bi-
partisan support for it. 

The idea behind this bill really came 
out of a hearing before the Senate Fi-
nance Committee in 1997. At the hear-
ing, Senators MOYNIHAN and KERREY 
acknowledged that the death tax was 
problematic, but expressed the concern 
that, if we repealed the death tax with-
out adjusting the basis rules, unreal-
ized gains in assets held until death 
could go untaxed forever. 

It struck me then that we had the 
basis for a compromise. If we could 
agree that death should not trigger a 
tax, we should be able to agree that 
death should not confer a tax benefit, 
either. The answer was to simply take 
death out of the equation. Coupling 
death-tax repeal with a limitation on 
the step-up in basis does just that. 

So H.R. 8 represents a compromise. 
And that is why, I think, we were able 
to win the votes of 59 Senators, includ-
ing nine Democrats. And that is why 65 
Democrats were able to support the 
legislation in the House of Representa-
tives. 

During consideration of the death- 
tax repeal bill last week, some of our 
colleagues on the other side proposed a 
different kind of compromise. They 
said theirs would repeal the death tax 
for virtually all family-owned busi-
nesses and farms. Some have suggested 
that, if President Clinton vetoes the 
death-tax repeal initiative, the Demo-
cratic substitute might serve as a basis 
for further compromise. The problem 
is, the approach taken in the sub-
stitute—while well-intentioned—is fa-
tally flawed. 

Here is how the Wall Street Journal 
put it in an editorial on July 13: 

Senate Democrats also offer to expand a 
small-business and farm exception that is a 
tax-lawyer’s dream. The loophole, known as 
IRS Code section 2057, is so complicated and 
onerous that few estates qualify. 

Let me take a few moments to ex-
plain the deficiencies of this Demo-
cratic substitute. First, there are re-
quirements that more than 50 percent 
of the decedent’s assets must be made 
up of the qualifying business; that the 
decedent or immediate family must 
have actively operated the business for 
five of the eight years preceding death; 
and that a member of the immediate 
family must agree to continue to oper-
ate the business for at least 10 years 
after the decedent’s death. 

If any of these conditions is not ad-
hered to for 10 full years after death, 
the government can still collect the 
original estate-tax that was due, plus 
accrued interest. 

And understand this: to protect its 
right to recapture the estate tax if the 

business fails to comply, the Federal 
Government attaches a Federal tax 
lien to the property for a full 10 years. 
For a business, like farming, which is 
credit-dependent, such tax liens can 
make it virtually impossible to secure 
loans and financing for business oper-
ations, for growth, and for viability. In 
addition, the heirs are held personally 
liable for the estate tax and any pen-
alties. 

So, far from providing meaningful re-
lief, the Democratic substitute leaves a 
cloud over the family business for up to 
a decade after death. The government 
can come back any time and recapture 
the estate tax that was due, plus inter-
est, if the business, at any point, falls 
out of compliance. The threat of reim-
position of the tax absolutely limits 
the family’s flexibility in managing 
and disposing of business assets in its 
best interest. 

The Democratic substitute relies on 
the current law’s onerous material par-
ticipation requirement, which, in ef-
fect, forces the family to work in the 
day-to-day operation of the business, 
or face the death tax, plus severe pen-
alties. These requirements may be dif-
ficult to satisfy if, for example, the 
present owners are disabled or other 
family members are not yet involved in 
the business. 

It relies on very complex rules for de-
termining the value of farms and close-
ly-held business interests. Historically, 
the IRS has challenged virtually every 
valuation method used, and these chal-
lenges typically wind up in Tax Court. 

There are currently 149 tax cases 
which have been decided and reported 
involving 2032A issues. The IRS has 
challenged the validity of 2032A elec-
tion or planning, and has won in ap-
proximately 67 percent of the cases. An 
equal number may be embroiled in the 
administrative process before court ac-
tion. So much for relief—two-thirds of 
the few who do think they qualify, do 
not ultimately qualify and have to pay 
the tax with interest. 

The so-called family business 
‘‘carveout,’’ which is embodied in Sec-
tion 2057 of current law, is so bad that 
the Real Property and Probate Section 
of the American Bar Association has 
urged its repeal. 

The reason the ABA condemns this 
section so strongly is that it is ex-
tremely complex and has an extremely 
limited application. It provides little 
practical help to families trying to pre-
serve the family-owned farm or small 
business. It incorporates 14 sections 
from Section 2032A, which the ABA 
considers the most dangerous section 
of the estate-tax law because of the 
risk of malpractice claims against es-
tate-planning lawyers and accountants. 

So the fact is, if you rely on these 
sections of the tax code, you can raise 
the value of the estates eligible for re-
lief as high as you want, and still few 
estates are going to get the intended 
relief. Estimates are that only about 
three to five percent of estates would 
benefit, and even then, as I said before, 
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if they do not continue to meet all re-
quirements for 10 years after death, the 
government can still come back and 
collect the original estate-tax bill plus 
accrued interest. The government’s in-
terest is protected by a lien that is 
maintained on the business for 10 
years. 

Of course, because the family-busi-
ness carveout is so complex—because it 
requires determining compliance and 
ensuring continued compliance for 10 
years—business owners have to con-
tinue to engage in expensive estate-tax 
planning. That is a tremendous waste 
of resources—resources that would oth-
erwise be plowed back into the business 
for new jobs, better pay for current em-
ployees, business expansion, or re-
search and development. 

A recent report by the National Asso-
ciation of Women Business Owners 
(NAWBO) found that, ‘‘on average, 39 
jobs per business or 11,000 jobs have al-
ready been lost due to the planning and 
payment of the death tax.’’ NAWBO 
projects that, on average, 103 jobs per 
business, or a total of 28,000 jobs, will 
be lost as a result of the tax over the 
next five years. That would not change 
under the Democratic substitute, be-
cause there would still be a need for ex-
pensive estate-tax planning. 

Mr. President, 59 Senators voted for a 
better approach—one that takes death 
out of the equation and taxes inherited 
assets like any other assets for tax pur-
poses. A capital-gains tax would be 
paid when the assets are sold, with 
only a limited adjustment in the dece-
dent’s tax basis to ensure that no one 
is subject to new tax liability. 

That is the true compromise. Tin-
kering with an already unworkable sec-
tion of the tax code is not an effective 
substitute. I hope the President will 
sign the Death Tax Elimination Act 
when it reaches his desk. If not, we will 
be back next year when a new Presi-
dent is in the White House, and I pre-
dict that we will prevail. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

WILLISTON WATER TRANSMISSION 
LINE 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a proud cosponsor of the bill 
to authorize the Williston Water 
Transmission Line. Williston is a small 
town of 13,000 located in the Northwest 
corner of North Dakota about twenty 
miles East of the Montana state line. 
Williston is located along the Missouri 
River not far from where the Fort 
Union Trading Post existed from 1828– 
1867. Today the fur trading post is a 
tourist attraction, and agriculture and 
oil productions are the main industries 
in the Williston area. 

Mr. President, prior to construction 
of the existing Williston Water Treat-
ment Plant, Williston obtained water 
to meet its municipal needs from the 
Missouri River. With the construction 
of the Garrison Dam and the creation 
of Lake Sakakawea in 1954, Williston is 
in the delta area of Lake Sakakawea 

and had to relocate its water intake 
and water treatment plant approxi-
mately five miles upstream to its 
present location. The Corps and 
Williston funded the construction of a 
large diameter transmission line to 
convey the entire water supply from 
the water treatment plant to the city 
of Williston. 

All of the water treated by the water 
treatment plant must flow through 
this single existing transmission line 
to reach Williston. In the 1970’s and 
early 80’s, siltation covered the exist-
ing intake valves for the city’s water 
supply, requiring the construction of 
two new intake valves. The lake is cur-
rently silting twice as fast as the origi-
nal Corps estimate. Mr. President, in 
the spring of 1998, a leak in the trans-
mission line caused by the saturated 
soil forced the city to forgo any supply 
of water for five and a half days. The 
lack of accessibility, unstable soil con-
ditions and high ground water along 
the route make the line’s reliability a 
significant concern. Williston must 
now construct a new water trans-
mission line on higher ground. 

This bill will authorize the construc-
tion of a new water transmission line 
to Williston. Because the old line has 
been damaged by the construction of 
the Garrison Dam, this authorization 
is appropriate and essential. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to commend the resi-
dents of Williston who have worked so 
hard for so long to resolve this prob-
lem. They have been tireless in their 
efforts to fix this problem—a problem 
caused by the Federal government. 

Mr. President, I join with Senator 
CONRAD and look forward to working 
with my colleagues to ensure the citi-
zens of Williston have a reliable water 
transmission line. 

f 

THE WHITE MOUNTAIN NATIONAL 
FOREST 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate passed the Interior Appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2001. Included 
in that legislation is a rider that ex-
empts the White Mountain National 
Forest in New Hampshire from the For-
est Service’s Roadless Initiative. While 
I supported the passage of the Interior 
Appropriations bill, I want to express 
my concern over this rider. 

I am concerned because the White 
Mountain National Forest is a national 
resource, and it is completely appro-
priate for the federal government to 
set forth policies to conserve and pro-
tect a national resource. Many of my 
constituents in Massachusetts hike, 
camp, sightsee and enjoy the great nat-
ural lands of the White Mountains. In 
fact, it was a Massachusetts Congress-
man, John Weeks, who sponsored the 
legislation creating the White Moun-
tain National Forest. When the Forest 
Service sought comment on a new 
management plan for the forest, more 
than 54 percent of all comments were 
submitted by Massachusetts residents. 
Proponents of the rider have argued 

that its purpose is to protect local con-
trol of forest management. Certainly 
local residents should have input in the 
management of the forest. I urge local 
participation in decisions at Cape Cod 
National Seashore. However, it sets a 
bad precedent when one forest is ex-
empted from a national policy to pro-
tect the national interest. 

Despite these concerns I did not 
move to strike this rider. The reason, 
ironically, is that I’m confident that 
the White Mountain National Forest 
will remain protected because of local 
input. Time and again, the local proc-
ess, driven by the citizens of New 
Hampshire and Massachusetts, has re-
sulted in sound management of the 
White Mountain National Forest. So, 
while I oppose the amendment for the 
precedent it will set, I expect and hope 
that it will have almost no impact on 
the health of the forest. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Monday, 
July 17, 2000, the federal debt stood at 
$5,671,572,598,778.11 (Five trillion, six 
hundred seventy-one billion, five hun-
dred seventy-two million, five hundred 
ninety-eight thousand, seven hundred 
seventy-eight dollars and eleven cents). 

Five years ago, July 17, 1995, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,927,653,000,000 
(Four trillion, nine hundred twenty- 
seven billion, six hundred fifty-three 
million). 

Ten years ago, July 17, 1990, the fed-
eral debt stood at $3,160,395,000,000 
(Three trillion, one hundred sixty bil-
lion, three hundred ninety-five mil-
lion). 

Fifteen years ago, July 17, 1985, the 
federal debt stood at $1,795,284,000,000 
(One trillion, seven hundred ninety-five 
billion, two hundred eighty-four mil-
lion). 

Twenty-five years ago, July 17, 1975, 
the federal debt stood at $533,089,000,000 
(Five hundred thirty-three billion, 
eighty-nine million) which reflects a 
debt increase of more than $5 trillion— 
$5,138,483,598,778.11 (Five trillion, one 
hundred thirty-eight billion, four hun-
dred eighty-three million, five hundred 
ninety-eight thousand, seven hundred 
seventy-eight dollars and eleven cents) 
during the past 25 years. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING THE ECOLE CLASSIQUE 
ACADEMIC GAMES TEAM 

∑ Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I rise to 
pay tribute to the Ecole Classique Aca-
demic Games team from Metairie, Lou-
isiana, which is one of the most suc-
cessful Academic Games teams in 
America. 

For the past seven years, Ecole 
Classique has competed in the National 
Academic Games in Eatonton, Georgia. 
Over these years, the team has won 
hundreds of first, second and third 
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place honors, more than 100 national 
titles, and seven sweepstakes cham-
pionships as the finest team in the 
country. They have also won national 
titles in all four divisions, something 
no other school in the country has ever 
achieved. 

The Ecole Classique team undergoes 
an intense year of preparation and hard 
work to prepare for the Academic 
Games. At the tournament they divide 
into fuor divisions and use creative 
problem solving skills and strategies to 
compete against other students from 
across America in the areas of Social 
Studies, Language Skills, Mathematics 
and Logic. 

Once again, their hard work has paid 
off. At this year’s competition, the 
Ecole Classique students won more 
than 100 trophies, 16 national cham-
pionships and two sweepstakes titles— 
far outpacing their nearest competi-
tors. 

Making Ecole Classique’s accom-
plishment even more remarkable is the 
fact that while other teams are com-
prised of all-star students pooled from 
multiple schools, Ecole Classique’s 
team only consists of students who at-
tend this small school in Metairie, 
Louisiana. 

I must also salute the team’s coach, 
Don Shannon. An extraordinary leader 
and mentor, Mr. Shannon has distin-
guished himself by becoming the only 
Academic Games coach in the nation 
to lead multiple sweepstakes cham-
pions in all four divisions. 

I congratulate the remarkable stu-
dents of Ecole Classique’s Academic 
Games team who continue to make 
their family, school and community 
proud, and extend my very best wishes 
for their continued success.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIAM WENT-
WORTH—2000 ENTREPRENEUR OF 
THE YEAR 

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to honor Wil-
liam Wentworth upon his recognition 
as the 2000 Entrepreneur of the Year by 
the New Hampshire High Technology 
Council. 

Bill is the President and CEO of 
Source Electronics, a software pro-
gramming company that he has in-
creased in size from three employees in 
1988 to its current number of 220. Bill’s 
strong commitment to customer serv-
ice and the highest levels of quality are 
the primary reason why Source Elec-
tronic was able to grow into such a 
successful business. 

Source Electronics illustrates true 
dedication to its clients by tailoring 
programs to meet their needs, such as 
an interactive website allowing cus-
tomers the ability to submit and track 
their orders. It is competitive advan-
tages like these that set Source Elec-
tronics apart from other companies 
and allows them to do business with 
large firms such as Lucent Tech-
nologies, Cabletron and Motorola, to 
name a few. The enthusiastic dedica-

tion to serve and support the customer 
is also demonstrated by the entire staff 
at Source Electronics, undoubtedly a 
result of the examples Bill has set for 
others. Under Bill’s strong leadership, 
Source Electronics was voted one of 
the top ten companies in New Hamp-
shire in 1997 and 1999. 

The hard work Bill has invested into 
his company proves his keen business 
skill. The dedication he has exhibited 
in placing customer concerns first is 
truly commendable. It is companies 
like Bill’s that prove New Hampshire’s 
competitiveness in the technological 
field. Bill, it is an honor to represent 
you in the United States Senate.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Ms. Evans, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH RESPECT TO THE 
TALIBAN IN AFGHANISTAN— 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESI-
DENT—PM 120 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by section 401(c) of the 

National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I trans-
mit herewith a 6-month periodic report 
on the national emergency with re-
spect to the Taliban (Afghanistan) that 
was declared in Executive Order 13129 
of July 4, 1999. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 17, 2000. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:22 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 728. An act to amend the Watershed 
Protection and Flood Prevention Act to au-
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to pro-
vide cost share assistance for the rehabilita-
tion of structural measures constructed as 
part of water resource projects previously 
funded by the Secretary under such Act or 
related laws. 

H.R. 3985. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 14900 Southwest 30th Street in Miramar 
City, Florida, as the ‘‘Vicki Coceano Post Of-
fice Building.’’ 

H.R. 4437. An act to grant to the United 
States Postal Service the authority to issue 
semipostals, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 319. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating the Republic of Latvia on the 
10th anniversary of the reestablishment of 
its independence from the rule of the former 
Soviet Union. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 3985. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 14900 Southwest 30th Street in Miramar 
City, Florida, as the ‘‘Vicki Coceano Post Of-
fice Building’’; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

The following petitions and memo-
rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–566. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the State 
of Illinois relative to the financial structure 
of the Coal Act; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 564 
Whereas, Illinois is a coal-producing and 

coal-consuming State that has benefitted 
tremendously from the hard, dangerous work 
of retired coal miners; and 

Whereas, The United States government 
entered into a contract with the coal miners 
in 1946 that created the United Mine Workers 
of America Health and Retirement Funds; 
and 

Whereas, This contract was signed in the 
White House in a ceremony with President 
Harry Truman; and 

Whereas, A federal commission established 
by U.S. Secretary of Labor Elizabeth Dole 
concluded in 1990: ‘‘Retired coal miners have 
legitimate expectations of health care bene-
fits for life; that was the promise they re-
ceived during their working lives and that is 
now they planned their retirement years. 
That commitment should be honored.’’; and 

Whereas, This promise became law in 1992 
when Congress passed, and President George 
Bush signed, the Coal Industry Retiree 
Health Benefit Act (the Coal Act); and 

Whereas, The Coal Act reiterated the 
promise of lifetime health benefits for re-
tired coal miners and their dependents; and 

Whereas, Congress intended the Coal Act 
to: 

‘‘(1) remedy problems with the provision 
and funding of health care benefits with re-
spect to the beneficiaries of multiemployer 
benefit plans that provide health care bene-
fits to retirees in the coal industry; 

(2) allow for sufficient operating assets for 
such plans; and 

(3) provide for the continuation of a pri-
vately financed self-sufficient program for 
the delivery of health care benefits to the 
beneficiaries of such plans’’; and 

Whereas, Certain court decisions have 
eroded the financial structure that Congress 
put in place under the Coal Act; and 
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Whereas, These court decisions have placed 

the continued provision of health benefits to 
retired coal miners in jeopardy; therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, by the House of Representatives of 
the Ninety-First General Assembly of the State 
of Illinois, That we urge the Congress and the 
Executive Branch of the United States to 
work together to reform the financial struc-
ture of the Coal Act and to ensure that re-
tired coal miners continue to receive the 
health care benefits they were promised and 
so rightly deserve; and be it further 

Resolved, That suitable copies of this reso-
lution be sent to the President of the United 
States and to each member of the Illinois 
congressional delegation. 

POM–567. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico relative to market access 
concerning China; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

RESOLUTION 
In agriculture, tariffs on U.S. priority 

products, such as beef, dairy and citrus 
fruits, will drop from an average of 31% to 
14% in January 2004. China will also expand 
access for bulk agricultural products such as 
wheat, corn, cotton, soybeans and others; 
allow for the first time private trade in said 
products; and eliminate export subsidies. In 
manufactures, Chinese industrial tariffs will 
fall from an average of 25% in 1997 to 9.4% in 
2005. In information technology, tariffs on 
products such as computers, semiconductors, 
and all Internet-related equipment will fall 
to zero by 2005. In services, China will open 
markets for distribution, telecommuni-
cations, insurance, express delivery, bank-
ing, law, accounting, audiovisual, engineer-
ing, construction, environmental services, 
and other industries. 

At present, China severely restricts trad-
ing rights, i.e., the right to import and ex-
port, as well as the ability to own and oper-
ate distribution networks, which are essen-
tial in order to move goods and compete ef-
fectively in any market. Under the proposed 
agreement, China will phase in such trading 
rights and distribution services over three (3) 
years, and also open up sectors related to 
distribution services, such as repair and 
maintenance, warehousing, trucking and air 
courier services. This will allow American 
businesses to export directly to China and to 
have their own distribution network in 
China, rather than being forced to set up fac-
tories in China to sell products through Chi-
nese partners, as has been frequently the 
case until now. 

At the same time, the proposed agreement 
offers China no increased access to American 
markets. The United States agrees only to 
maintain the market access policies that al-
ready apply to China, and have for over 
twenty (20) years, by making China’s current 
Normal Trade Relations status permanent. 
WTO rules require that members accord each 
other such status on an unconditional basis. 

If Congress does not grant China ‘‘Perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations’’ status, our 
European, Asian, Canadian and Latin Amer-
ican competitors will reap the benefits of 
China’s WTO accession, but China would not 
be required to accord these benefits to the 
United States. 

In addition to purely economic consider-
ations, China’s accession to the WTO will 
promote reform, greater individual freedom, 
and strengthen the rule of law in China, 
which is why the commitments already made 
represent a remarkable victory for Chinese 
economic reformers. Furthermore, WTO ac-
cession will give the Chinese people greater 
access to information, and weaken the abil-
ity of hardliners in the Chinese government 
to isolate China’s public from outside ideas 

and influences. In view of these facts, it is 
not surprising that many of China’s and 
Hong Kong’s activists for democracy and 
human rights—including Martin Lee, the 
leader of Hong Kong’s Democratic Party, and 
Ren Wanding, a prominent dissident who has 
spent many years of his life in prison—see 
China’s WTO accession as the most impor-
tant step toward reform in the past two dec-
ades. 

Finally, WTO accession will increase the 
chance that in the new century, China will 
be an integral part of the international sys-
tem, abiding by accepted rules of inter-
national behavior, rather than remain out-
side the system, denying or ignoring such 
rules. From the U.S. perspective, PNTR ad-
vances the American people’s larger interest 
to bring China into international agreements 
and institutions that can make it a more 
constructive player in the current world, 
with a significant stake in preserving peace 
and stability. 

For all of the above considerations, the 
Senate of Puerto Rico joins in urging the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States to pass a Permanent Normal Trade 
Relations (‘‘PNTR’’) agreement with China 
at the earliest possible moment, which will 
provide American farmers, workers and in-
dustries with substantially greater access to 
the Chinese market, to the ultimate benefit 
of the U.S. economy in general and the 
American people in particular. Be it 

Resolved by the Senate of Puerto Rico: 
SECTION 1.—To urge the President and the 

Congress of the United States to approve a 
Permanent Normal Trade Relations 
(‘‘PNTR’’) agreement with China at the ear-
liest possible date in order to promote secu-
rity an prosperity for American farmers, 
workers and industries by providing substan-
tially greater access to the Chinese market. 

SECTION 2.—This Resolution will be offi-
cially notified to the Honorable William Jef-
ferson Clinton, President of the United 
States, to the Honorable Albert Gore, Jr., 
Vice-President of the United States, to the 
Honorable Trent Lott, United States Senate 
Majority Leader, and to the Honorable J. 
Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, as well as selected 
Members of the United States Congress. 

SECTION 3.—This Resolution will be pub-
licized by making copies thereof available to 
the local, state and national media. 

SECTION 4.—This Resolution will become 
effective immediately upon its approval by 
the Senate of Puerto Rico. 

POM–568. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the General Assembly of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia relative to the finan-
cial structure of the ‘‘Coal Act’’; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 6 
Whereas, the Commonwealth of Virginia is 

a coal-producing and coal-consuming state 
that has benefited tremendously from the 
hard, dangerous work of retired coal miners; 
and 

Whereas, the United States government 
entered into a contract with coal miners in 
1946 that created the United Mine Workers of 
America Health and Retirement Funds; and 

Whereas, this contract was signed in the 
White House in a ceremony with President 
Harry Truman; and 

Whereas, a federal commission established 
by United States Secretary of Labor Eliza-
beth Dole concluded in 1990 that ‘‘retired 
coal miners have legitimate expectations of 
health care benefits for life; that was the 
promise they received during their working 
lives and that is how they planned their re-
tirement years. That commitment should be 
honored’’; and 

Whereas, this promise became law in 1992 
when Congress passed, and President George 
Bush signed, the Coal Industry Retiree 
Health Benefit Act (the Coal Act); and 

Whereas, the Coal Act reiterated the prom-
ise of lifetime health benefits for retired coal 
miners and their dependents; and 

Whereas, Congress intended the Coal Act 
‘‘(1) to remedy problems with the provision 
and funding of health care benefits with re-
spect to the beneficiaries of multiemployer 
benefit plans that provide health care bene-
fits to retirees in the coal industry; (2) to 
allow for sufficient operating assets for such 
plans; and (3) to provide for the continuation 
of a privately financed self-sufficient pro-
gram for the delivery of health care benefits 
to the beneficiaries of such plans’’; and 

Whereas, certain court decisions have erod-
ed the financial structure that Congress put 
in place under the Coal Act; and 

Whereas, these court decisions have placed 
the continued provision of health benefits to 
retired coal miners in jeopardy; now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Delegates, That the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States be urged to work together to reform 
the financial structure of the Coal Act to en-
sure that retired coal miners continue to re-
ceive the health care benefits they were 
promised and so rightly deserve; and, be it 

Resolved further, That the Clerk of the 
House of Delegates transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, the President of 
the United States Senate, and the members 
of the Virginia Congressional Delegation in 
order that they may be apprised of the sense 
of the General Assembly of Virginia in this 
matter. 

POM–569. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia relative to the Trade Act of 1974; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 284 
Whereas, the Trade Act of 1974 established 

a statutory framework for providing transi-
tional adjustment assistance to employees 
displaced due to increased importation of 
competitive products; and 

Whereas, the adoption by Congress of the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) included the establishment of a 
transitional adjustment assistance program 
in the event that imports of competitive 
goods from Canada or Mexico are an impor-
tant contribution to workers’ separation; 
and 

Whereas, since the adoption of NAFTA, the 
number of imports from Canada and Mexico 
of products directly competitive with prod-
ucts manufactured in the United States has 
increased; and 

Whereas, many manufacturing plants in 
the United States have displaced workers or 
closed entirely due to increased competition 
from imported products; and 

Whereas, American workers have had dif-
ficultly finding similar employment and 
need retraining services to be qualified for 
other types of employment; and 

Whereas, the current length of time for re-
training benefits under the Trade Act is in-
adequate for most Americans to complete re-
training programs; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Delegates, the Sen-
ate concurring, That the Congress of the 
United States be urged to amend that por-
tion of the Trade Act of 1974 establishing the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
Transitional Adjustment Assistance Pro-
gram to extend the maximum time period 
for receipt of benefits from 52 weeks to 78 
weeks; and, be it 
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Resolved further, That the General 

Asssembly of Virginia most fervently urge 
and encourage each state legislative body of 
the United States of America to enact this 
resolution, or one similar in context and 
form, as a show of solidarity in petitioning 
the federal government for greater benefits 
to workers displaced due to the adoption of 
NAFTA; and be it 

Resolved finally, That the Clerk of the 
House of Delegation transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, the Secretary of the United States 
Department of Labor, the Speaker of the 
United States House of Representatives, the 
President of the United States Senate, each 
member of the Virginia Congressional Dele-
gation, and to the presiding officer of each 
house of each state legislative body in the 
United States of America. 

POM–570. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia relative to the North American 
Free Trade Agreement transitional adjust-
ment assistance; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 283 
Whereas, ratification of the NAFTA treaty 

was a congressional policy decision which 
could benefit the continent as a whole; and 

Whereas, one of the effects of NAFTA has 
been to set the United States and other 
countries on the road to economic 
globalization; and 

Whereas, professional economists continue 
to analyze and to debate the efficacy of eco-
nomic globalization; and 

Whereas, however, professional economists 
and most policy makers are not directly or 
dramatically affected by economic 
globalization; and 

Whereas, although the United States con-
tinues to experience economic prosperity, 
pockets of the United States and Virginia 
have not benefited from the financial boom; 
and 

Whereas, when plants close because of out- 
sourcing of labor costs to other countries, 
the people who lose their jobs are not likely 
to feel sympathy for the benefits of a global 
economy to the rest of the country or the 
Commonwealth; and 

Whereas, these displaced workers are fre-
quently entitled to elect such benefits as the 
18-month COBRA extension of health care in-
surance coverage; and 

Whereas, the costs of the COBRA extension 
are often beyond the means of unemployed 
individuals with families; and 

Whereas, those individuals who lose their 
jobs because of the effects of NAFTA and 
globalization are tax-paying and responsible 
citizens who, through no fault of their own, 
must face an uncertain future in the new 
millennium that may include retraining, the 
search for new employment, and inadequate 
access to health care; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Delegates, the Sen-
ate concurring, That the Congress of the 
United States be urged to enhance the bene-
fits for individuals eligible for North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) transi-
tional adjustment assistance by providing 
expanded and short-term eligibility for med-
ical assistance services to such individuals 
and their families; and, be it 

Resolved further, That the Clerk of the 
House of Delegates transmit copies of this 
resolution to the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, and the 
members of the Virginia Congressional Dele-
gation in order that they may be apprised of 
the sense of the General Assembly of Vir-
ginia in this matter. 

POM–571. A resolution adopted by the 
House of the Legislature of Louisiana rel-

ative to a multiyear reauthorization of the 
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protections, and 
Restoration Act; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 6 
Whereas, the Coastal Wetlands Planning 

Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) 
has been the keystone of state and federal ef-
forts to restore Louisiana’s disappearing 
coastal lands; and 

Whereas, it is essential to successfully 
build on and improve the coastal stewardship 
campaign that holds and secures the re-
sources, communities, and economies de-
pendent upon the barrier shorelines, wet-
lands, fisheries, and estuaries of our coastal 
zone; and 

Whereas, it is vital to the interests of Lou-
isiana and this nation that CWPPRA and the 
efforts it has authorized and funded be con-
tinued; and 

Whereas, the United States Senate has al-
ready passed a multiyear reauthorization of 
CWPPRA. Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives of the Legislature of Louisiana does 
hereby memorialize congress that it is in the 
urgent best interests of the state of Lou-
isiana and of the United States of America 
to pass a multiyear reauthorization of the 
Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and 
Restoration Act. Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–572. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to Michigan’s Remedial Action 
Plans; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 133 
Whereas, the United States-Canada Great 

Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1972, as 
amended, provided for the designation of 
Areas of Concern in need of remedial actions 
to address documented pollution problems; 
and 

Whereas, Fourteen Areas of Concern have 
been designated in Michigan, each with a Re-
medial Action Plan process that coordinates 
and focuses the efforts of multiple levels of 
government and other stakeholders; and 

Whereas, Many of Michigan’s Remedial Ac-
tion Plans are entering the implementation 
phase, when funding for technical guidance 
and coordination by state agency staff is 
critically important; and 

Whereas, The United States Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) has tradi-
tionally supported state Area of Concern ef-
forts. This is consistent with the EPA’s re-
sponsibilities under the Great Lakes Water 
Quality Agreement; and 

Whereas, Funding through the EPA is vital 
to leveraging funding through the Clean 
Michigan Initiative environmental bond pro-
gram to implement measurable environ-
mental improvements in Michigan’s fourteen 
Areas of Concern; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to re-
affirm its support for and federal role in the 
Areas of Concern program by allocating a 
minimum of $7.5 million for the Great Lakes 
Areas of Concern in Fiscal Year 2001; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That we urge that no less than 
$1.0 million of this total be allocated by the 
EPA for efforts within the state of Michigan 
to develop and implement Remedial Action 
Plans and associated activities under the 
Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That we urge that these funds be 
allocated to provide no less than $700,000 for 
Michigan Department of Environmental 
Quality staff; $125,000 for Statewide Public 
Advisory Council activities; and $175,000 for 
support to individual Public Advisory Coun-
cils within the Areas of Concern; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That we urge that funding sup-
port for the EPA be used to leverage sub-
stantial resources from the Clean Michigan 
Initiative environmental bond program for 
contaminated sediment remediation, 
nonpoint source pollution control, 
brownfields redevelopment, and other crit-
ical efforts; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the Administrator of the 
EPA, the EPA’s Region 5 office, the EPA’s 
Great Lakes National Program Office, the 
International Joint Commission, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, the Speak-
er of the United States House of Representa-
tives, and the members of the Michigan con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–573. A resolution adopted by the 
County of Ocean, New Jersey relative to halt 
the dumping of dredge materials; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM–574. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of Stafford Township, New Jersey 
relative to the prohibiting of ocean dumping 
of dredged material; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

POM–575. A resolution adopted by the 
Township of Eagleswood, New Jersey rel-
ative to the halting of dumping of dredged 
material; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

POM–576. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the Borough of Barnegat Light, 
New Jersey relative to ocean dumping; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM–577. A resolution adopted by the 
Township of Stafford, New Jersey relative to 
the dumping of dredge spoils at the Historic 
Area Remediation Site; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

POM–578. A resolution adopted by the 
Township Committee of Dover, New Jersey 
relative to the halting of dumping at the 
Historic Area Remediation Site; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

POM–579. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of Borough of Barnegat Light, New 
Jersey relative to the dumping of contami-
nated dredged material; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

POM–580. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of Commissioners of the Borough of 
Beach Haven, New Jersey relative to the 
‘‘Mud Dump site’’; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

POM–581. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the Borough of Ship Bottom, New 
Jersey relative to the Historic Area Remedi-
ation Site; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

POM–582. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of New York relative to 
the Boundary Waters Treaty Act; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, Water is a critical resource that 

is essential for all forms of life and for a 
broad range of economic and social activi-
ties; and 

Whereas, The Great Lakes support 33 mil-
lion people as well as a diversity of the plant 
and animal populations; and 

Whereas, The Great Lakes contain roughly 
20% of the world’s freshwater and 95% of the 
freshwater of the United States; and 

Whereas, The Great Lakes are predomi-
nantly non-renewable resources with ap-
proximately only 1% of their water renewed 
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annually by precipitation, surface water run-
off and inflow from groundwater sources; and 

Whereas, The Great Lakes Basin is an inte-
grated and fragile ecosystem with its surface 
and groundwater resources a part of a single 
hydrologic system, which should be dealt 
with as a whole in ways that take into ac-
count water quantity, water quality and eco-
system integrity; and 

Whereas, Sound science must be the basis 
for water resource management policies and 
strategies; and 

Whereas, Scientific information supports 
the conclusion that a relatively small vol-
ume of water permanently removed from 
sensitive habitats may have grave ecological 
consequences; and 

Whereas, Single and cumulative bulk re-
movals of water from drainage basins such as 
interbasin transfers, reduce the resiliency of 
a system and its capacity to cope with fu-
ture, unpredictable stresses, including poten-
tial introduction of non-native species and 
diseases to receiving waters; and 

Whereas, There is uncertainty about the 
availability of Great Lakes water in the fu-
ture—in light of previous variations in cli-
mactic conditions, climate change, demands 
on water—cautions should be used in man-
aging water to protect the resource for the 
future; and 

Whereas, A report from The International 
Joint Commission, released March 15, 2000, 
recommends that Canadian and U.S. federal, 
provincial and state governments should not 
permit the removal of water from the Great 
Lakes Basin unless the proponent can dem-
onstrate that the removal will not endanger 
the integrity of the Great Lakes Ecosystem; 
and 

Whereas, Canada has already introduced 
legislation to amend the Boundary Waters 
Treaty Act to prohibit bulk water with-
drawals from the Great Lakes; now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That this Legislative Body pause 
in its deliberations to urge the New York 
State Congressional Delegation to effectuate 
an amendment to the Boundary Waters Trea-
ty Act to prohibit bulk water withdrawals 
from the Great Lakes to preserve the integ-
rity and environmental stability of the 
Great Lakes; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Resolution, 
suitably engrossed, be transmitted to each 
member of the United States Congressional 
Delegation of the State of New York; to the 
Vice President of the United States in his ca-
pacity as President of the United States Sen-
ate; to the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives; to the Clerk of the 
United States House of Representatives; to 
the Secretary of the United States Senate; 
and to the Administrator of the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency. 

POM–583. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Virginia relative to the proposed ‘‘Solid 
Waste Interstate Transportation and Local 
Authority Act’’; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 385 
Whereas, recent reports issued by the De-

partment on Environmental Quality reveal 
that Virginia is currently the second largest 
importer of municipal solid waste from other 
states in the nation, second only to Pennsyl-
vania, and is currently importing approxi-
mately four million tons of municipal solid 
waste from other states; and 

Whereas, the amount of municipal solid 
waste being imported into Virginia from 
other states is expected to increase in com-
ing years due to the impending closure of the 
Fresh Kills Landfill in New York; and 

Whereas, the importation of significant 
amounts of municipal solid waste from other 

states is prematurely exhausting Virginia’s 
limited landfill capacity; and 

Whereas, the importation of significant 
amounts of municipal solid waste from other 
states has created many short-term environ-
mental problems for Virginia as a result of 
an increase in the number of garbage trucks 
on its roads and an increase in the number of 
garbage barges on its rivers; and 

Whereas, the importation of significant 
amounts of municipal solid waste from other 
states creates serious long-term environ-
mental problems for Virginia; and 

Whereas, the importation of significant 
amounts of municipal solid waste from other 
states is inconsistent with Virginia’s efforts 
to promote the Commonwealth as a national 
and international destination of tourism and 
high-tech economic development; and 

Whereas, the Commerce Clause of the 
United States Constitution and the interpre-
tation and application of the Commerce 
Clause by the United States Supreme Court 
and other federal courts with respect to 
interstate solid waste transportation have 
left Virginia and other states with limited 
alternatives in regulating, limiting or pro-
hibiting the importation of municipal solid 
waste from other states; and 

Whereas, it is the belief of the General As-
sembly of Virginia that state and local gov-
ernments should be given more authority to 
control the importation of municipal solid 
waste into their jurisdictions; now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Delegates, the Sen-
ate concurring, That the Congress of the 
United States be urged to enact the Solid 
Waste Interstate Transportation and Local 
Authority Act of 1999 (HR 1190) that gives 
state and local governments additional au-
thority to regulator the importation of mu-
nicipal solid waste into their jurisdictions; 
and be it 

Resolved Further, That the Clerk of the 
House of Delegates transmit copies of this 
resolution to the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, and the 
members of the Virginia Congressional Dele-
gation in order that they may be apprised of 
the sense of the General Assembly of Vir-
ginia in this matter. 

POM–584. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of California rel-
ative to homelessness; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 39 
Whereas, Homelessness has been steadily 

increasing for several years and constitutes, 
especially for the mentally ill, an archaic 
form of human misery that can no longer be 
tolerated in this, the world’s greatest and 
most responsive democracy; and 

Whereas, Homelessness creates a sizable 
drain on social and economic resources and 
is a frustration to legitimate commerce and 
an obstacle to community development; and 

Whereas, Prevention of future homeless-
ness will pay great dividends to American so-
ciety that will more than justify the effort 
and costs of instituting a national plan for 
the homeless; and 

Whereas, Health and social services, as 
well as welfare institutions, are now faced 
with the urgent necessity of creating new 
avenues of cooperation, coordination, and 
mutual support, and there is a nationwide 
need for new concentrations of community 
outreach, and active, aggressive provision of 
services, for the treatment and prevention of 
homelessness and of mental illness among 
the homeless; and 

Whereas, A number of recent studies, all 
reliable, broadly-based, and conducted inde-
pendently of one another, reveal that Amer-

ican homeless persons number over two and 
one-half million at any given time, and fall 
into one or more of the following general 
categories: 

(a) Women and their children; 
(b) The mentally ill; 
(c) Military veterans; 
(d) Drug and/or alcohol addicts; 
(e) Parolees or probationers; 
(f) HIV/Aids victims; 
(g) Functionally illiterate persons or oth-

ers with incomplete educations; 
(h) Newly-evicted working poor; and 
(i) Welfare recipients for whom aid has 

been reduced or curtailed; and 
Whereas, The causes of homelessness are 

numerous and complex and therefore the 
cure cannot be simplistic and cannot exclu-
sively address any single issue or causative 
factor; and 

Whereas, Due to a lack of resources, many 
local governments, particularly cities and 
counties throughout the State of California 
and nationwide, have increasingly relied 
upon law enforcement or the enactment or 
enforcement of municipal codes and ordi-
nances to address the behavioral aspects of 
homelessness. This approach has resulted in 
public policy that focuses on a person’s sta-
tus as homeless, instead of focusing on the 
obstacles that need to be overcome to solve 
the problem of homelessness; and 

Whereas, It is absolutely necessary that 
any meaningful, comprehensive plan for the 
eradication or significant reduction of home-
lessness be instituted at the federal level be-
cause successful local model projects will 
not achieve permanence and uniform con-
sistency unless they are integrated into a 
national strategy; and 

Whereas, The number of homeless men, 
women, and children throughout the United 
States is increasing at an alarming rate; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of California, jointly, That the Legisla-
ture calls for, endorses, and supports a com-
prehensive national plan to end homeless-
ness, and urges the President of the United 
States, Congress, and other relevant federal 
agencies to develop and implement a com-
prehensive plan to end homelessness; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That the President of the United 
States is requested to convene a National 
Commission on Homelessness, nonpartisan 
and broadly representative in composition, 
with the specific mission of developing a 
comprehensive strategic plan for addressing 
homelessness, its causes, and its prevention 
nationwide; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, to the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, and to each Senator and 
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States. 

POM–585. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of California relative to 
Ryan White CARE Act; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 47 
Whereas, In California, as of January 1, 

1999, more than 110,000 individuals have been 
infected with the expanding pandemic known 
as acquired immune deficiency syndrome 
(AIDS); and 

Whereas, The State of California created 
an Office of AIDS within the State Depart-
ment of Health Services to proactively ad-
dress issues relating to the human immuno-
deficiency virus (HIV) and AIDS; and 

Whereas, This office directly administers 
the expenditure of federal and state funds to 
combat the disease; and 
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Whereas, Due to advancements in pharma-

ceutical therapies and an increasing focus on 
early intervention and treatment, the num-
ber of individuals living with HIV has grown 
significantly; and 

Whereas, For many, the progression from 
HIV to an AIDS diagnosis has slowed consid-
erably as a result of these therapies; and 

Whereas, It is estimated that more than 
44,000 California residents are currently liv-
ing with AIDS, 15 percent of the nationwide 
total of 288,000; and 

Whereas, It is estimated by the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention that there 
are 40,000 new HIV infections annually in the 
United States and that California accounts 
for one-fifth, or 8,000, of these infections; and 

Whereas, Approximately one-third of Cali-
fornians with HIV disease are unaware of 
their diagnosis and tens of thousands of indi-
viduals know they are HIV-positive but are 
not receiving care regularly; and 

Whereas, The number of annual AIDS 
deaths in California dropped 51 percent be-
tween 1996 and 1997; however, between 1997 
and 1998, deaths dropped by only 27 percent; 
and 

Whereas, HIV/AIDS in California has a sig-
nificant impact on communities of color, gay 
and bisexual men, and women, as well as 
low-income and other underserved commu-
nities; and 

Whereas, As many as one-half of new HIV 
infections occur in people under the age of 25 
years; one in four are in young people under 
age 22 years; and 

Whereas, Increasingly, some individuals 
with HIV disease have also been diagnosed 
with substance abuse or mental illness; and 

Whereas, Substance abuse is a factor in 
well over 50 percent of new HIV infections in 
some cities; and 

Whereas, California looks to the federal 
government to assist the state in meeting 
the expanding health care and social service 
needs of people living with HIV disease; and 

Whereas, The Ryan White Comprehensive 
AIDS Resources Emergency (CARE) Act (42 
U.S.C. Sec. 300ff et seq.) was first adopted by 
the Congress in 1990; and 

Whereas, The Ryan White CARE Act ex-
pires on September 30, 2000; and 

Whereas, Since its inception, the Ryan 
White CARE Act has ensured the delivery of 
medical care and treatment as well as essen-
tial support services to tens of thousands of 
Californians including medical examina-
tions, laboratory procedures and evalua-
tions, drug therapy, dental care, case man-
agement, home health and hospice care, 
transportation, housing, legal assistance, 
benefits education and assistance, treatment 
education and adherence, nutrition therapy, 
and mental health and substance abuse coun-
seling; and 

Whereas, Under federal law, the Ryan 
White CARE Act is designated as the pro-
vider of last resort; therefore, it is recog-
nized as a critical safety net program for 
low-income, uninsured, or underinsured indi-
viduals; and 

Whereas, The federal budget for the 2000 
fiscal year contains increased funding for the 
Ryan White CARE Act, a significant portion 
of which is dedicated to California; and 

Whereas, Title I of the Ryan White CARE 
Act currently provides emergency assistance 
to the 51 United States metropolitan areas 
most heavily impacted by the AIDS epi-
demic, of which nine are in California, the 
most in the United States; and 

Whereas, The Ryan White CARE Act has 
enabled local communities receiving Title I 
funding to tailor the delivery of services that 
best meet the needs of their residents who 
are affected by HIV/AIDS; and 

Whereas, California receives funding under 
Title II of the Ryan White CARE Act for care 

and treatment and social services, a signifi-
cant portion of which pays for life-extending 
and life-saving pharmaceuticals under Cali-
fornia’s AIDS Drug Assistance Program 
(ADAP); and 

Whereas, Title III of the Ryan White CARE 
Act provides funding to public and private 
nonprofit entities for outpatient early inter-
vention and primary care services; and 

Whereas, Title IV of the Ryan White CARE 
Act has focused on women, children, youth, 
and families, and has increased access to 
medical care and support services for persons 
under 25 years of age living with HIV or 
AIDS; and 

Whereas, The Ryan White CARE Act Den-
tal Reimbursement Program (Title VI) reim-
burses eligible dental schools and 
postdoctoral dental education programs for 
the reported, uncompensated costs of oral 
health care to people living with HIV; and 

Whereas, The goal of the Ryan White 
CARE Act Special Projects of National Sig-
nificance (SPNS) Program (Title VI) is to ad-
vance knowledge about the care and treat-
ment of persons living with HIV/AIDS by 
providing time-limited grants to assess mod-
els for delivering health and support serv-
ices, and SPNS projects have supported the 
development of innovative service models for 
HIV care to provide health and social serv-
ices to communities of color and hard-to- 
reach populations in California; and 

Whereas, A network of 14 regional AIDS 
Education and Training Centers (AETCs), 
along with local performance sites, were 
funded under Title VI of the Ryan White 
CARE Act; and 

Whereas, These AETCs train clinical 
health care providers, provide consultation 
and technical assistance, and disseminate 
ever-changing information to health care 
professionals on the effective management of 
HIV infection; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of 
the State of California, jointly, That the Legis-
lature affirms its support of the Ryan White 
CARE Act, and urges the Congress and the 
President of the United States to expedi-
tiously reauthorize the Ryan White Com-
prehensive AIDS Resources Emergency 
(CARE) Act in order to ensure that the ex-
panding medical care and support service 
needs of individuals living with HIV disease 
are met; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, the Senate Majority and Mi-
nority Leaders, the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the House Minority 
Leader, the Chairpersons and ranking minor-
ity members of the Senate Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions, Appropriations, 
and Budget Committees, to the Chairpersons 
and ranking minority members of the House 
Commerce, Appropriations, and Budget Com-
mittees, and to each Senator and Represent-
ative from California in the Congress of the 
United States. 

POM–586. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
relative to an autism working group; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 74 
Whereas, autism results in severe problems 

in communication, social interaction, and 
impulse control disorders, including repet-
itive and sometimes bizarre actions and in-
terests; and 

Whereas, according to estimates from the 
National Institute of Mental Health, autism 
affects as many as two in every one thousand 
Americans; and 

Whereas, families are often devastated by 
the effects of dealing with children with au-
tism; and 

Whereas, according to information from 
the National Institute of Mental Health, 
lack of a common diagnostic scheme from 
autism, which is critical for comparing re-
search data, has posed a major challenge to 
science; and 

Whereas, current research on autism is in-
conclusive as to its causes and treatment, 
and there is no biological test to confirm its 
diagnosis; and 

Whereas, at the present time, there is no 
specific biological marker for autism and no 
cure; and 

Whereas, the cost of health and edu-
cational services to those affected by autism 
exceeds three billion dollars per year, ac-
cording to estimates from the National Insti-
tute of Mental Health; and 

Whereas, the National Institutes of Health 
has as its mission health research to pro-
mote the general welfare of the citizens of 
the United States. Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the Congress of the 
United States to take such actions as are 
necessary to commission the National Insti-
tutes of Health to assemble an autism work-
ing group to update its 1997 research report 
on the causes, diagnosis, and treatment of 
autism. Be it further 

Resolved, That such working group shall be 
composed of distinguished scientists for the 
purpose of assessing the state of science in 
autism and related areas by assembling the 
disciplines, expertise, and subject popu-
lations needed to address scientific questions 
beyond the resources of a single investigator 
or research team. Be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of Amer-
ica, each member of the Louisiana congres-
sional delegation, the directors of the Na-
tional Institutes of health, the National In-
stitute of Child Health and Human Develop-
ment, the National Institute on Deafness and 
other Communication Disorders, the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, and the 
National Institute of Neurological Disorders 
and Stroke. 

POM–587. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
relative to high quality health care; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 81 
Whereas, an immediate health care crisis 

exists in the United States and in the state 
of Louisiana; and 

Whereas, citizens of our state and nation 
are sometimes denied access to necessary 
health care services due to the financial 
practices of health maintenance organiza-
tions and other managed care entities, the 
utilization of managed care by health insur-
ers, and the lack of adequate medical facili-
ties in many communities nationwide; and 

Whereas, the guiding principles of United 
States health care policy, as provided in the 
Hill-Burton Act, 42 U.S.C. 291 et seq., have 
been steadily undermined by the concept of 
managed health care; and 

Whereas, a primary purpose of the Hill- 
Burton Act is to assist states in ‘‘furnishing 
adequate hospital, clinic, or similar services 
to all their people’’ by tying certain federal 
funding to commitments by health care fa-
cilities ‘‘to make available a reasonable vol-
ume of services to persons unable to pay 
therefor’’; and 

Whereas, the state of Louisiana, as a result 
of its climate and geographical location, is 
not only a crossroads for international trade 
and commerce but also subject to a range of 
threats to the public health, as indicated by 
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Louisiana being placed on the ‘‘watch list’’ 
for dengue fever, which potentially com-
pound the already existing public health cri-
sis; and 

Whereas, the current health care delivery 
system in Louisiana, including the Depart-
ment of Health and Hospitals and the state’s 
charity hospital system, is currently unable 
to fulfill the full health care needs of all of 
this state’s residents; and 

Whereas, under the preamble to the Con-
stitution of the United States, the federal 
government is required to ‘‘promote the gen-
eral welfare’’, which thus necessitates action 
by the federal government to address the 
current health care crisis; and 

Whereas, the United States is rightfully a 
signatory to international declarations and 
covenants, including the Universal Declara-
tion of Human Rights of the United Nations, 
which establish the universal right to ade-
quate health care and require governments 
to take steps to assure access to quality 
medical health care. Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Legislature of Louisiana 
does hereby memorialize the United States 
Congress to take such actions as are nec-
essary to establish and affirm that every cit-
izen of this nation has the right to high qual-
ity health care. Be if further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the presiding officers of the 
Senate and the house of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America 
and to each member of the Louisiana con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–588. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of New 
Hampshire relative to integration of people 
with disabilities; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 24 
Whereas, thousands of people with disabil-

ities live in New Hampshire; and 
Whereas, the overwhelming majority of 

people with disabilities want the right to 
choose where they live and to receive sup-
port services; and 

Whereas, the overwhelming majority of 
people with disabilities want to live and re-
ceive support services in home and commu-
nity settings; and 

Whereas, many people with disabilities are 
on waiting lists for home and community 
services; and 

Whereas, the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) was passed as a civil rights act to 
protect the rights of people with disabilities; 
and 

Whereas, the ADA’s ‘‘integration’’ man-
date requires that a public entity shall ad-
minister services, programs, and activities 
in the most integrated setting appropriate to 
the needs of qualified individuals with dis-
abilities; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives, the 
Senate concurring, That the State of New 
Hampshire supports the integration require-
ment of the Americans with Disabilities Act; 
and 

That the governor and mayors remove 
themselves from any filing of any future law-
suit by the National Governors’ Association 
or National League of Cities that opposes the 
integration requirement in the Americans 
with Disabilities Act; and 

That copies of this resolution signed by the 
speaker of the house of representatives and 
the president of the senate be forwarded by 
the house clerk to the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, to the 
President of the United States Senate, and 
to the members of the New Hampshire con-
gressional delegation. 

POM–589. A resolution adopted by the Gen-
eral Assembly of the State of New Jersey rel-

ative to private long-term care insurance 
programs; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY RESOLUTION NO. 72 
Whereas, A private long-term care insur-

ance market has begun to develop in New 
Jersey, although it is still very limited, as it 
is nationwide, because of the high cost of 
purchasing such coverage; and 

Whereas, The issue of private long-term 
care insurance has begun to receive increas-
ing attention among both federal and state 
policymakers, as reflected by the federal 
‘‘Health Insurance Portability and Account-
ability Act of 1996,’’ Pub.L. 104–191, which ex-
tended the federal income tax deduction al-
lowed for the payment of standard health in-
surance plan premiums and medical expenses 
to the payment of premiums for federally 
qualified long-term care insurance plans, and 
also required these plans to satisfy certain 
consumer protection provisions endorsed by 
the National Association of Insurance Com-
missioners with respect to disclosure, non-
forfeitability, guaranteed renewal and 
noncancellability; and 

Whereas, Widespread interest has been re-
ported in the asset protection feature of the 
New York State Partnership for Long-Term 
Care, which is designed to assist residents of 
that state in planning for the cost of long- 
term care and is funded in part by a grant 
from the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; 
and 

Whereas, The unique features of the New 
York State Partnership program are that, if 
a person exhausts his benefits under an ap-
proved long-term care insurance policy, the 
person can apply for Medicaid without re-
gard to the type or amount of assets the per-
son may have; and, unlike the regular Med-
icaid program which imposes limits on the 
amount of assets an eligible person may have 
in order to qualify for benefits and seeks re-
covery from a person’s estate for the cost of 
benefits received, the Partnership program 
sets no such limits and does not require the 
person’s estate to repay the Medicaid pro-
gram benefits received for and; 

Whereas, The New York State Partnership 
program and similar partnerships in Cali-
fornia and Connecticut were established 
prior to the federal ‘‘Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993,’’ Pub.L. 103–66, 
known as OBRA ’93 which requires that all 
states pursue liens and recoveries from the 
estates of Medicaid recipients who received 
long-term care services; and 

Whereas, The effect of OBRA ’93 was to 
nullify the asset protection feature of the 
partnerhip program for other states such as 
New Jersey that might wish to replicate 
there programs, since the programs estab-
lished prior to OBRA ’93 were permitted to 
continue as developed but additional states 
could not offer the asset protection incen-
tive; and 

Whereas; The establishment by additional 
states of private long-term care insurance 
programs with asset protection features 
similar to the New York State Partnership 
for Long-Term Care could stimulate the de-
velopment of an expanded private long-term 
care insurance market which would relieve 
the financial pressures on the Medicaid pro-
gram associated with funding long-term 
care, while also assisting many of those el-
derly and disabled persons who deplete their 
life savings paying for long-term care in 
order to qualify for Medicaid coverage of 
their long-term care costs; and, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the General Assembly of the State 
of New Jersey: 

1. This House respectfully memorialized 
the Congress and President of the United 
States to enact statutory provisions which 

would permit additional states to establish 
private long-term care insurance programs 
with asset protection features similar to the 
New York State Partnership for Long-Term 
Care, in order to stimulate the development 
of an expanded private long-term care insur-
ance market nationwide. 

2. Duly authenticated copies of this resolu-
tion, signed by the Speaker of the General 
Assembly and attested by the Clerk of the 
General Assembly, shall be transmitted to 
the United States Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, the presiding officers of the 
United States Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives, and each of the members of the 
United States Congress elected from the 
State of New Jersey. 

POM–590. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Senate of the General Assembly of the State 
of Tennessee relative to the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration’s proposed 
ergonomic standards; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 610 
Whereas, Tennessee has enacted a com-

prehensive workers’ compensation system 
with incentives to employers to maintain a 
safe workplace, to work with employees to 
prevent workplace injuries, and to com-
pensate employees for injuries that occur; 
and 

Whereas, Section 4(b)(4) of the Federal Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Act, 29 U.S.C. 
§ 653(b)(4), provides that ‘‘Nothing in this 
chapter shall be construed to supersede or in 
any manner affect any workmen’s compensa-
tion law or to enlarge or diminish or affect 
in any other manner the common law or 
statutory rights, duties or liabilities of em-
ployers and employees under any law with 
respect to injuries, diseases, or death of em-
ployees arising out of, or in the course of, 
employment.’’; and 

Whereas, The Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration (‘‘OSHA’’), notwith-
standing this statutory restriction and the 
constitutional, traditional and historical 
role of the states in providing compensation 
for injuries in the workplace, has neverthe-
less published a proposed rule that, if adopt-
ed, would substantially displace the role of 
the states in compensating workers for mus-
culoskeletal injuries in the workplace and 
would impose far-reaching requirements for 
implementation of ergonomics programs; 
and 

Whereas, The proposed rule creates in ef-
fect a special class of workers’ compensation 
benefits for ergonomic injuries, requiring 
payment of up to six months of wages at 
ninety percent (90%) of take-home pay and 
one hundred percent (100%) of benefits for 
absence from work; and 

Whereas, The proposed rule would allow 
employees to bypass the system of medical 
treatment provided by Tennessee law for 
workers’ compensation injuries and to seek 
diagnosis and treatment from any licensed 
health care provider paid by the employer; 
and 

Whereas, The proposed rule would require 
employees to treat ergonomic cases as both 
workers’ compensation cases and OSHA 
cases and to pay for medical treatment 
under both; and 

Whereas, The proposed rule could force all 
manufacturers to alter workstations, rede-
sign facilities or change tools and equip-
ment, all triggered by the report of a single 
injury; and 

Whereas, The proposed rule would require 
all American businesses to become full-time 
experts in ergonomics, a field for which there 
is little if any credible evidence and as to 
which there is an ongoing scientific debate; 
and 
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Whereas, The proposed rule would cause 

hardship on businesses and manufacturers 
with costs of compliance as high as eighteen 
billion dollars ($18,000,000,000) annually, 
without guaranteeing the prevention of a 
single injury; and 

Whereas, The proposed rule may force busi-
nesses to make changes that would impair 
efficiency in distribution centers; and 

Whereas, This proposed rule is premature 
until the science exists to understand the 
root cause of musculoskeletal disorders, 
OSHA should not rush to make rules that are 
likely to result in a loss of jobs without con-
sensus in the scientific and medical commu-
nities as to what causes repetitive-stress in-
juries, and medical researchers must answer 
fundamental questions surrounding 
ergonomics before government regulators 
impose a one-size-sits-all solution; now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the One Hundred 
First General Assembly of the State of Ten-
nessee, the House of Representatives Concur-
ring, That this General Assembly hereby me-
morializes the United States Congress to 
take all necessary measures to prevent the 
proposed ergonomics rule from taking effect. 
Be it further 

Resolved, That an enrolled copy of this res-
olution be transmitted to the Speaker and 
the Clerk of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives; the President and the Sec-
retary of the United States Senate; and to 
each member of the Tennessee Congressional 
delegation. 

POM–591. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Virginia 
relative to federal medical and long-term 
care benefits; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 168 
Whereas, throughout our nation’s history, 

older generations of Americans have contrib-
uted greatly to the prosperity of the United 
States; and 

Whereas, older Americans have always rec-
ognized the value of the economic freedoms 
that our forefathers fought to ensure; and 

Whereas, older Americans have always 
been leaders in the realms of business and in-
dustry, serving as mentors and teachers to 
ensure that younger generations would have 
the knowledge and skills to carry on; and 

Whereas, throughout their toil and endur-
ing commitment to the principles of free-
dom, older Americans have laid the founda-
tion for the economic prosperity and finan-
cial security of all Americans; and 

Whereas, during the early years of the 
twentieth century, the current generation of 
older Americans worked hard to ensure that 
their families and communities could con-
tinue to enjoy this financial security for gen-
erations to come; and 

Whereas, they endured the struggle of the 
Great Depression, undergoing countless 
hardships as they rebuilt this nation by the 
sweat of their brows both economically and 
spiritually; and 

Whereas, they fought in wars to preserve 
the liberties that have enabled our nation to 
earn its place as the economic leader in the 
world; and 

Whereas, throughout those hardships, the 
current generation of older Americans 
learned to appreciate the importance of pre-
serving assets, including homes, land, dura-
ble goods, and ‘‘nest eggs,’’ they had man-
aged to hold onto despite the economic chal-
lenges they had faced; and 

Whereas, today these personal assets help 
them maintain the dignity, independence, 
and health they so cherish as Americans; and 

Whereas, with nursing home care now cost-
ing an average of $40,000 to $50,000 per year, 

long-term care expenses can have a cata-
strophic effect on families, wiping out a life-
time of savings; and 

Whereas, steps need to be taken into in-
form the public about the financial risks 
posed by rapidly increasing long-term care 
costs and about the need of families to plan 
for their long-term care; and 

Whereas, the federal laws governing the 
rules of qualification for federal medical and 
long-term care benefits force many older 
Americans to liquidate their assets, includ-
ing their homes and life savings; and 

Whereas, these confiscatory policies im-
pose unjust and inequitable burdens on older 
Americans, who have contributed so much to 
our economic security; and 

Whereas, widespread use of private long- 
term care insurance has the potential to pro-
tect families from the catastrophic costs of 
long-term care services while, at the same 
time, easing the burden on the federal gov-
ernment to provide medical and long-term 
care benefits; now, there, be it 

Resolved by the House of Delegates, the Sen-
ate concurring, That the Congress of the 
Unites States be urged to protect senior as-
sets from liquidation to meet the eligibility 
requirements for federal medical and long- 
term care benefits; and, be it 

Resolved further, That the Congress of the 
United States be urged to ensure that per-
sons who purchase long-term insurance poli-
cies will be able to protect their assets equal 
in value to the policy purchased; and, be it 

Resolved finally, That the Clerk of the 
House of Delegates transmit copies of this 
resolution to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the President of the United 
States Senate, and the members of the Vir-
ginia Congressional Delegation in order that 
they may be apprised of the sense of the Gen-
eral Assembly of Virginia in this matter. 

POM–592. A resolution adopted by the 
Council of the City of Cincinnati, Ohio rel-
ative to gasoline prices; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

POM–593. A joint resolution adopted by the 
General Assembly of the State of Colorado 
relative to the Old Spanish Trail; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 00–002 
Whereas, The Old Spanish Trail, which ran 

between Santa Fe, New Mexico, and Los An-
geles, California, was the first trail into 
Utah and is still the least known; and 

Whereas, Frontiersmen and traders en 
route from Santa Fe to Los Angeles blazed a 
circuitous route to the north through Utah; 
and 

Whereas, Between 1839 and 1848, a major 
trade route was established between Santa 
Fe and Los Angeles which stretched approxi-
mately 1,121 miles; and 

Whereas, The Old Spanish Trail and the 
northern branch of the Old Spanish Trail 
proceeded through much of western Colorado 
and followed part of the route traveled by 
the Dominguez-Escalante Expedition of 1776; 
and 

Whereas, In 1853, Captain John Williams 
Gunnison of the U.S. Corps of Topographic 
Engineers was commissioned by the war de-
partment to find a route for a railroad 
through the Colorado Rockies along the 38th 
parallel; and 

Whereas, During his expedition, Captain 
Gunnison came upon the northern branch of 
the Old Spanish Trail in the San Luis Valley, 
which he followed into eastern Utah; and 

Whereas, The federal government’s Salt 
Lake Wagon Road followed portions of the 
Old Spanish Trail at the northern branch to 
bring supplies to the Los Pinos Indian Agen-
cy in the Uncompahgre Valley and the bud-

ding mining camp of Ouray, Colorado, in the 
late 1870’s; and 

Whereas, The Old Spanish Trail and its 
northern branch was instrumental in the 
creation and establishment of many of west-
ern Colorado’s towns and communities, in-
cluding Alamosa, Monte Vista, Saguache, 
Gunnison, Montrose, Olathe, Delta, White-
water, Grand Junction, Fruita, Loma, 
Pagosa Springs, Durango, Mancos, Dolores, 
and Dove Creek; and 

Whereas, Very little information is re-
corded about the northern branch and much 
more can be learned about the Old Spanish 
Trail; and 

Whereas, Beginning with the northern 
branch of the Old Spanish Trail in the 1830’s 
and 1840’s, followed by the Gunnison Expedi-
tion of 1853 and the Salt Lake Wagon Road of 
the late 1870’s, the Grand Valley of western 
Colorado has been the site of an historic 
route for travelers; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the Sixty-second 
General Assembly of the State of Colorado, the 
House of Representatives concurring herein: 

That the Congress of the United States is 
hereby memorialized to adopt legislation 
that dedicates the Old Spanish Trail and the 
northern branch of the Old Spanish Trail as 
an historic trail. Be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this Joint Memo-
rial be sent to the President of the United 
States, the President of the United States 
Senate, the Speaker of the United States 
House of Representatives, and each member 
of the Colorado congressional delegation. 

POM–594. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the Commonwealth of Guam rel-
ative to Guam Memorial Hospital; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

RESOLUTION NO. 308 
Whereas, Guam’s economy has been in a 

prolonged recession for several years as a re-
sult of the Asian economic crisis and a re-
duction of military spending on Guam, re-
sulting in drastically reduced government 
revenues; and 

Whereas, large numbers of medically indi-
gent individuals have been receiving free 
health care at the Guam Memorial Hospital, 
which the Hospital cannot afford to provide; 
and 

Whereas, for humanitarian reasons the 
Guam Memorial Hospital is in need of assist-
ance from the United States Federal Govern-
ment in providing health care services to 
those medically indigent individuals who are 
on Guam as a result of Federal legislation; 
now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That I MináBente Singko Na 
Liheslaturan Guåhan (‘‘the Twenty-Fifth 
Guam Legislature’’) does hereby, on behalf of 
the people of Guam, respectfully request as-
sistance from President William Jefferson 
Clinton, the United States Congress, and the 
United States Surgeon General in taking one 
(1) of the following actions: 

(1) establishing a small National Public 
Health Service Hospital on Guam for the 
purpose of providing health care to medi-
cally indigent patients who receive free 
health care and are on Guam because of Fed-
eral law; 

(2) providing to the Guam Memorial Hos-
pital additional doctors and nurses through 
the National Public Health Service for the 
purpose of providing health care to medi-
cally indigent patients who receive free 
health care and are on Guam because of Fed-
eral law; or 

(3) appropriating Four Million Dollars 
($4,000,000) annually to the Guam Memorial 
Hospital to defray the costs of providing 
health care to medically indigent patients 
who receive free health care and are on 
Guam because of Federal law; and be it fur-
ther 
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Resolved, That the Speaker certify, and the 

Legislative Secretary attests to, the adop-
tion hereof and that copies of the same be 
thereafter transmitted to the Honorable Wil-
liam Jefferson Clinton, President of the 
United States; to the Honorable Albert Gore, 
Jr., President of the U.S. Senate; to the Hon-
orable J. Dennis Hastert, Speaker of the U.S. 
House of Representatives; to the Honorable 
Donna E. Shalala, U.S. Secretary of Health 
and Human Services; to the Honorable David 
Satcher, U.S. Surgeon General; to the Honor-
able Robert A. Underwood, Member of Con-
gress, U.S. House of Representatives; and to 
the Honorable Carl T. C. Gutierrez, I 
Magálahen Guåhan (‘‘the Governor of 
Guam’’). 

POM–595. A concurrent resolution adopted 
by the Legislature of the State of Louisiana 
relative to the Outer Continental Shelf; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 13 
Whereas, the government of the United 

States receives revenues from rent, royal-
ties, net profit share payments, and related 
late payment penalties from natural gas and 
oil leases issued pursuant to the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf Lands Act; and 

Whereas, these leases are for tracts or por-
tions of tracts lying seaward of the zone de-
fined and governed by Section 8(g) of the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 
1337(g)), or lying within such zone but to 
which Section 8(g) does not apply, the geo-
graphic center of which lies within a dis-
tance of two hundred miles from any part of 
the coastline of Louisiana as defined by Sec-
tion 304(4) of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972 (U.S.C. 1453(4)); and 

Whereas, there are over four thousand five 
hundred offshore oil and gas rigs and plat-
forms off the coast of Louisiana and on the 
Outer Continental Shelf (OCS), with such 
structures representing over ninety-five per-
cent of all offshore structures in the world; 
and 

Whereas, these offshore structures support 
and impact an abundant commercial and rec-
reational fishery along an intricate coastline 
which is in excess of seven thousand miles 
long; and 

Whereas, the enforcement division of the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fish-
eries is charged with the responsibility for 
the enforcement and regulation of Louisi-
ana’s marine fishing industry which, with 
recreational fishing and commercial fishing 
activities combined, constitutes an industry 
with a total economic impact on the state of 
$3.6 billion annually through landings of over 
one billion pounds and direct employment of 
over forty thousand people; and 

Whereas, a well-regulated, well-managed, 
and well-monitored Outer Continental Shelf 
region and a well-regulated, well-managed, 
and well-monitored coastline of Louisiana 
are of benefit to the uninterrupted operation 
and maintenance of the oil and gas industry 
in the Gulf of Mexico; and 

Whereas, a continuing dependable source of 
funds for the operation of the enforcement 
division of the Louisiana Department of 
Wildlife and Fisheries would ensure the con-
tinuation of efforts to secure the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf region of the Gulf of Mexico 
and the coastline of Louisiana for both the 
oil and gas industry and the fishing industry; 
therefore be it 

Resolved, That the U.S. Congress and the 
Louisiana congressional delegation are here-
by memorialized to provide funding from 
revenues received from oil and gas activity 
on the Outer Continental Shelf (OCS) to the 
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fish-
eries for state enforcement of the wildlife 
and fisheries laws; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
forwarded to the presiding officers of the 
U.S. Senate and the U.S. House of Represent-
atives and each member of the Louisiana 
congressional delegation. 

POM–596. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to the increase in gasoline 
prices; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 189 
Whereas, the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency and the United States De-
partment of Energy report that there are 
adequate gasoline supplies to keep prices in 
check. Further, 87 percent of the service sta-
tions in Michigan recently surveyed by the 
American Automobile Association report 
that they expect to have adequate gasoline 
supplies this summer; and 

Whereas, Profits of the world’s largest oil- 
producing companies tripled in the first 
three months of the year. Financial analysts 
predict that the companies will earn more 
revenue this year than ever before; and 

Whereas, In the biggest weekly jump since 
1973, when such statistics were first re-
corded, gasoline prices have soared in June. 
As of June 13, 2000, the statewide average 
cost per gallon was $2.01, a 27-cent per gallon 
increase since the previous week. That was 
87-cents per gallon higher than the same 
time last year. In Metro Detroit, as of the 
same date, the average cost per gallon was 
$2.04, which was 40-cents higher than the pre-
vious week and 92-cents per gallon more than 
the same time last year; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to in-
vestigate the rapid increase in gasoline 
prices and to take immediate action; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–597. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to investigating the factors re-
sponsible for reduced gasoline supplies; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 191 
Whereas, The recent surge in gasoline 

prices nationwide has shocked consumers. 
The federal government has struggled to find 
remedies for this new and unexpected bur-
den. Matters relating to the federal role in 
regulating commerce, new foreign demand 
for oil as overseas economies recover from 
economic crises, and the decision by oil pro-
ducing nations to reduce output have con-
tributed to this situation. Even the federal 
government will face limits on what it can 
do to influence global circumstances; and 

Whereas, Although the rise in gasoline 
prices is a national problem, gasoline prices 
in Michigan are amongst the highest in the 
nation. As families here and around the 
country plan their vacations, the cost of gas-
oline may well harm Michigan’s tourism in-
dustry as people seek locales closer to home. 
The state’s automobile industry is bound to 
suffer if unreasonably high gasoline prices 
persist as will the agricultural sector. Michi-
gan consumers have been economically over-
whelmed by the near-doubling of the retail 
price of a gallon of gasoline within the last 
year. For those living paycheck to paycheck, 
purchasing fuel just to make it to work is 
difficult; and 

Whereas, Despite the global factors that 
have contributed to the tremendous increase 

in gasoline prices, a number of measures at 
the national level may provide some relief 
until global circumstances become more fa-
vorable. Identifying why gasoline stockpiles 
were allowed to fall so low, examining the 
impact of new regulations requiring cleaner- 
burning fuel, and exploring ways of using the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve are issues that 
Congress should explore; now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to in-
vestigate the factors responsible for reduced 
gasoline supplies and the recent increases in 
retail gasoline prices; and be if further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

POM–598. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of Michi-
gan relative to initiating a study to deter-
mine the cause of the recent gasoline price 
surge; to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

SENATE RESOLUTION NO. 192 

Whereas, Gasoline prices have doubled in 
recent months from their levels of 1999. The 
prices in Michigan and other areas of the 
Midwest surpass the national increases by 
wide margins. Consumers have been shocked 
and their lives disrupted by this tremendous 
increase. Motor vehicles are part of the fab-
ric of our culture and economy and any dis-
ruptions in our ability to keep the wheels 
rolling are cause for deep concern; and 

Whereas, No single event has prompted our 
present situation. Instead, separate events 
and decisions occurring in our own backyard 
and around the globe have combined to drive 
prices to levels that are unacceptable if we 
are to maintain a strong and vibrant econ-
omy. The causes are murky, and the meas-
ures needed to reduce prices and prevent 
rapid price surges are not clear. We have re-
paired a pipeline and restored the flow of 
gasoline in Michigan, but how do we address 
the cause of a shortage of fuel for Michigan 
gas stations?; and 

Whereas, It is reported that major oil com-
panies have an abundant supply of gasoline 
while independent dealers are being cut off 
from adequate supplies. Only when all deal-
ers have normal access to gasoline supplies 
will competition be reintroduced and will no 
single wholesaler monopolize supply and 
pricing. The United States Congress, as the 
chosen representatives of the American peo-
ple, must step forward to investigate this 
issue in order to prevent another price surge. 
Without a complete grasp of the complex 
factors involved, we will be unable to cope 
with similar problems in the future and will 
instead simply place our trust in fate and 
the good will of others; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That we memori-
alize the United States Congress to initiate a 
study to determine the causes of the recent 
gasoline price surge; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States Senate, the Speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, and the 
members of the Michigan congressional dele-
gation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, without amend-
ment: 
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S. 2705: A bill to provide for the training of 

individuals, during a Presidential transition, 
who the President intends to appoint to cer-
tain key positions, to provide for a study and 
report on improving the financial disclosure 
process for certain Presidential nominees, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 106–348). 

By Mr. DOMENICI, from the Committee on 
Appropriations, with an amendment in the 
nature of a substitute: 

H.R. 4733: A bill making appropriations for 
energy and water development for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2001, and for other 
purposes. 

By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Further Revised 
Allocation to Subcommittees of Budget To-
tals for Fiscal Year 2001’’ (Report No. 106– 
346). 

By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on 
Appropriations: 

Special Report entitled ‘‘Government Per-
formance and Results Act of 1993’’ (Report 
No. 106–347). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 2883. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on piano plates; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. GRAMS: 
S. 2884. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow allocation of small 
ethanol producer credit to patrons of cooper-
ative, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and Mr. 
ROBB): 

S. 2885. A bill to establish the Jamestown 
400th Commemoration Commission, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GRAMM (for himself and Mr. 
SCHUMER): 

S. 2886. A bill to provide for retail competi-
tion for the sale of electric power, to author-
ize States to recover transition costs, and for 
other purposes; read the first time. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
ROBB, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 2887. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come amounts received on account of claims 
based on certain unlawful discrimination and 
to allow income averaging for backpay and 
frontpay awards received on account of such 
claims, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BOND, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK, 

Mr. BRYAN, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. L. 
CHAFEE, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, 
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. ENZI, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. FITZ-
GERALD, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HAGEL, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. HELMS, 
Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. INOUYE, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
KOHL, Mr. KYL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. SMITH of 
New Hampshire, Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. 
STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. THURMOND , Mr. TORRICELLI, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN): 

S. Res. 338. Resolution relative to the 
death of the Honorable Paul Coverdell, a 
Senator from the State of Georgia.; consid-
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. Con. Res. 131. A concurrent resolution 

commemorating the 20th anniversary of the 
workers’ strikes in Poland that lead to the 
creation of the independent trade union 
Solidarnose, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. LOTT: 
S. 2883. A bill to suspend temporarily 

the duty on piano plates; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON PIANO 
PLATES 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I rise today 
to introduce legislation temporarily 
suspending duties on imports of certain 
piano plates. This legislation is needed 
to address a difficult situation facing 
the domestic piano industry. 

A piano plate is an essential part of 
a piano. It is the iron casting over 
which the strings are stretched and 
tuned by pins inserted in the plate. 
Baldwin Piano & Organ Company, 
which employs more than 600 workers 
in the production of pianos in Arkansas 
and Mississippi, is one of a diminishing 
number of piano producers in the 
United States. Piano plates are pro-
duced in the United States by a single 
company, a competitor of Baldwin, 
whose production is for the most part 
captively consumed. As such, Baldwin 
lacks a domestic source for piano 
plates, other than the surplus produc-
tion of one of its competitors. Due to 

its own demand for plates, Baldwin’s 
competitor cannot meet Baldwin’s re-
quirements. 

Mr. President the history and recent 
contraction in the domestic piano in-
dustry points to the critical need for 
this legislation. Indeed, were the pro-
duction of Baldwin or other domestic 
producers to be curtailed due to the in-
sufficient availability of domestically- 
produced piano plates, it is likely that 
this would engender an increase in for-
eign piano supply, rather than an in-
crease in market share of other domes-
tic producers. This is evident from the 
fact that, in the early 1980s, there were 
15 domestic piano producers supplying 
approximately 80 percent of U.S. con-
sumption, whereas now only nine do-
mestic producers remain—servicing ap-
proximately half, if not less, of the 
U.S. market. The domestic piano in-
dustry is well aware that foreign pro-
duction stands ready to fill any gap in 
domestic supply. 

The legislation I am introducing 
today would temporarily suspend, 
through the year 2004, the rate of duty 
applicable to imports of piano plates 
provided for in subheading 9209.91.80 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States. Currently, the applica-
ble rate of duty is 4.2 percent ad valo-
rem. If the legislation is approved, the 
reduction in duty collection is esti-
mated to be between $300,000 and 
$400,000 per year through 2004. 

Given the situation currently facing 
domestic piano producers, it is un-
likely that there will be objection from 
other domestic manufacturers to the 
legislation proposed today. In view of 
the fact that Baldwin must resort to 
imported plates regardless of the duty 
rate applicable to such imports, and 
that no appreciable domestic produc-
tion of piano plates will be displaced by 
imports, suspension of the duty rate 
will have no adverse affect upon the do-
mestic industry. This legislation 
stands to ensure only that a U.S. piano 
producer will find a reliable source of 
supply for a critical component and 
thus will be better positioned to stand 
with other domestic producers in pro-
viding a secure and stable supply of pi-
anos for the domestic market. 

I ask that the text of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2883 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PIANO PLATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 
99 of the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by inserting in nu-
merical sequence the following new item: 

‘‘ 9902.92.09 ......... Piano plates (provided for 
in subheading 9209.91.80) Free ........................ No change .......................... No change .......................... On or before 12/31/2004 ........

’’. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section shall apply to goods en-
tered, or withdrawn from warehouse for con-
sumption, on or after the 15th day after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. GRAMS: 
S. 2884. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to allow alloca-
tion of small ethanol producer credit to 
patrons of cooperative, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

SMALL ETHANOL PRODUCER CREDIT 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce legislation to allow 
farmer-owned cooperatives access to 
the small ethanol producer tax credit. 
Mr. President, current law provides for 
an income tax credit of 10 cents per 
gallon for up to 15 million gallons of 
annual ethanol production by a small 
ethanol producer. A small ethanol pro-
ducer is one defined as having a pro-
duction capacity of less than 30 million 
gallons per year. The credit was en-
acted as part of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990 and cham-
pioned by our former colleague, Sen-
ator Bob Dole. Unfortunately, the cred-
it was enacted at a time when the 
growth and shape of the ethanol indus-
try was still difficult to predict. 

This situation has led to an unfortu-
nate situation in Minnesota, Iowa, and 
in other areas where farmer-owned co-
operatives have been unable to access 
the credit due to the way in which the 
original legislation was drafted. The 
original legislation certainly envi-
sioned these small, farmer-owned co-
operatives as being eligible for the tax 
credit, but the intricacies of the tax 
code have made it impossible for them 
to do so. 

Mr. President, there are currently 22 
cooperative ethanol plants in the 
United States. Twelve of them are lo-
cated in Minnesota. Eleven of these 
Minnesota cooperatives involve over 
5,000 farmers and their families. Min-
nesota cooperatives are able to produce 
roughly 189 million gallons of ethanol 
per year. 

My legislation would simply provide 
a technical correction to ensure farm-
er-owned cooperatives are included in 
the definition of who can benefit from 
the small ethanol producer tax credit. 
My bill also expands the definition to 
include facilities with less than 60 mil-
lion gallons in annual capacity. 

I want to again stress that this pro-
posal is consistent with the original in-
tent of the 1990 law that created the 
small ethanol producer tax credit. 
Farmer-owned cooperatives were never 
intended to be excluded from receiving 
the benefits of the tax credit if they 
produce less than 30 million gallons. It 
was just hard to envision the role and 
growth of cooperatives when we passed 
the 1990 law. Cooperatives are not huge 
corporate ventures, but associations of 
small farmers. 

Mr. President, the ethanol industry 
in Minnesota and across the country is 
one we should promote. Ethanol is a 
crucial product for rural America, for 

our nation as a whole, and especially 
for Minnesota. I’d like to point out just 
a few of ethanol’s impressive benefits— 
environmentally and economically. Ac-
cording to the Minnesota Corn Grow-
ers, ethanol production boosts nation-
wide employment by over 195,000 jobs. 
Ethanol improves our trade balance by 
$2 billion and adds $450 million to state 
tax receipts. It reduces emissions from 
gasoline use and therefore helps us 
clean up the environment. 

According to the American Coalition 
for Ethanol, more than $3 billion has 
been invested in 43 ethanol facilities in 
20 states. Those investments have di-
rectly created 40,000 jobs and more 
than $12.6 billion in increased income 
over the next five years. 

Minnesota is now home to over a 
dozen operating ethanol plants with a 
capacity of over 200 million gallons an-
nually. These plants mean new jobs 
with good wages and good benefits for 
people living in rural areas where these 
plants are built. According to a report 
by the Minnesota Legislative Auditor, 
those plants, and the resulting eco-
nomic activity, are expected to create 
as many as 5,000 new, high-wage jobs— 
including jobs in production, construc-
tion, and support industries. 

In addition to its positive economic 
impact, ethanol production allows our 
nation to move away from our depend-
ence on foreign energy sources. The 
United States Department of Agri-
culture estimates that for every gallon 
of ethanol produced domestically, we 
displace seven gallons of imported oil. 
Ethanol plays a role in increasing our 
national energy security by providing a 
stable, homegrown, renewable energy 
supply. Ethanol is estimated to reduce 
our demand for foreign oil by 98,000 
barrels per day. 

Those are just some of the reasons 
why I urge my colleagues to join me in 
allowing small, farmer-owned coopera-
tives to enjoy the full benefits of the 
small ethanol producer tax credit. 

I want to thank Senator CHARLES 
GRASSLEY of Iowa for working with me 
on this important legislation. As ev-
eryone knows, Senator GRASSLEY has 
been a steadfast leader of efforts to 
promote tax relief for farmers and 
rural Americans. I’m proud to be work-
ing with him on this legislation. 

I ask that the full text of my bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 2884 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SMALL ETHANOL PRODUCER CREDIT. 

(a) ALLOCATION OF ALCOHOL FUELS CREDIT 
TO PATRONS OF A COOPERATIVE.—Section 
40(g) Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating 
to definitions and special rules for eligible 
small ethanol producer credit) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(6) ALLOCATION OF SMALL ETHANOL PRO-
DUCER CREDIT TO PATRONS OF COOPERATIVE.— 

‘‘(A) ELECTION TO ALLOCATE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-

graph (4), in the case of a cooperative organi-

zation described in section 1381(a), any por-
tion of the credit determined under sub-
section (a)(3) for the taxable year may, at 
the election of the organization, be appor-
tioned pro rata among patrons of the organi-
zation on the basis of the quantity or value 
of business done with or for such patrons for 
the taxable year. 

‘‘(ii) FORM AND EFFECT OF ELECTION.—An 
election under clause (i) for any taxable year 
shall be made on a timely filed return for 
such year. Such election, once made, shall be 
irrevocable for such taxable year. 

‘‘(iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR 1998 AND 1999.—Not-
withstanding clause (ii), an election for any 
taxable year ending prior to the date of the 
enactment of this paragraph may be made at 
any time before the expiration of the 3-year 
period beginning on the last date prescribed 
by law for filing the return of the taxpayer 
for such taxable year (determined without 
regard to extensions) by filing an amended 
return for such year. 

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF ORGANIZATIONS AND PA-
TRONS.—The amount of the credit appor-
tioned to patrons under subparagraph (A)— 

‘‘(i) shall not be included in the amount de-
termined under subsection (a) with respect 
to the organization for the taxable year, 

‘‘(ii) shall be included in the amount deter-
mined under subsection (a) for the taxable 
year of each patron for which the patronage 
dividends for the taxable year described in 
subparagraph (A) are included in gross in-
come, and 

‘‘(iii) shall be included in gross income of 
such patrons for the taxable year in the 
manner and to the extent provided in section 
87. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR DECREASE IN CRED-
ITS FOR TAXABLE YEAR.—If the amount of the 
credit of a cooperative organization (as so 
defined) determined under subsection (a)(3) 
for a taxable year is less than the amount of 
such credit shown on the return of the coop-
erative organization for such year, an 
amount equal to the excess of— 

‘‘(i) such reduction, over 
‘‘(ii) the amount not apportioned to such 

patrons under subparagraph (A) for the tax-
able year, 
shall be treated as an increase in tax im-
posed by this chapter on the organization. 
Such increase shall not be treated as tax im-
posed by this chapter for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of any credit under this 
subpart or subpart A, B, E, or G.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF SMALL ETHANOL PRO-
DUCER; IMPROVEMENTS TO SMALL ETHANOL 
PRODUCER CREDIT.— 

(1) DEFINITION OF SMALL ETHANOL PRO-
DUCER.—Section 40(g)(1) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 (relating to eligible small 
ethanol producer) is amended by striking 
‘‘30,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘60,000,000’’. 

(2) SMALL ETHANOL PRODUCER CREDIT NOT A 
PASSIVE ACTIVITY CREDIT.—Clause (i) of sec-
tion 469(d)(2)(A) of such Code (relating to 
passive activity credit) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘subpart D’’ and inserting ‘‘subpart D, 
other than section 40(a)(3),’’. 

(3) ALLOWING CREDIT AGAINST MINIMUM 
TAX.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section 
38 of such Code (relating to limitation based 
on amount of tax) is amended by redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (4) and by 
inserting after paragraph (2) the following: 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR SMALL ETHANOL 
PRODUCER CREDIT.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of the small 
ethanol producer credit— 

‘‘(i) this section and section 39 shall be ap-
plied separately with respect to the credit, 
and 

‘‘(ii) in applying paragraph (1) to the cred-
it— 
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‘‘(I) subparagraphs (A) and (B) thereof shall 

not apply, and 
‘‘(II) the limitation under paragraph (1) (as 

modified by subclause (I)) shall be reduced 
by the credit allowed under subsection (a) for 
the taxable year (other than the small eth-
anol producer credit). 

‘‘(B) SMALL ETHANOL PRODUCER CREDIT.— 
For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘small ethanol producer credit’ means the 
credit allowable under subsection (a) by rea-
son of section 40(a)(3).’’. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subclause 
(II) of section 38(c)(2)(A)(ii) of such Code is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or the small ethanol 
producer credit’’ after ‘‘employment credit’’. 

(4) SMALL ETHANOL PRODUCER CREDIT NOT 
ADDED BACK TO INCOME UNDER SECTION 87.— 
Section 87 of such Code (relating to income 
inclusion of alcohol fuel credit is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 87. ALCOHOL FUEL CREDIT. 

‘‘Gross income includes an amount equal 
to the sum of— 

‘‘(1) the amount of the alcohol mixture 
credit determined with respect to the tax-
payer for the taxable year under section 
40(a)(1), and 

‘‘(2) the alcohol credit determined with re-
spect to the taxpayer for the taxable year 
under section 40(a)(2).’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 1388 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relat-
ing to definitions and special rules for coop-
erative organizations) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(k) CROSS REFERENCE.—For provisions re-
lating to the apportionment of the alcohol 
fuels credit between cooperative organiza-
tions and their patrons, see section 40(d) (6).’’ 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1997. 

(2) CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—The amendments 
made by paragraphs (1) and (4) of subsection 
(b) shall apply to taxable years ending after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and 
Mr. ROBB): 

S. 2885. A bill to establish the James-
town 400th Commemoration Commis-
sion, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

THE JAMESTOWN 400TH COMMEMORATION 
COMMISSION ACT 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, today I 
introduce legislation to establish a fed-
eral commission to join the Common-
wealth of Virginia in preparing for the 
400th anniversary of the founding of 
the Jamestown settlement, the first 
permanent English settlement in the 
United States. 

In a little more than six years, Amer-
ica will observe one of its most impor-
tant anniversaries with the celebration 
of the Jamestown quadricentennial. On 
May 13, 1607, nearly five months after 
setting sail from London, a group of 104 
English men and boys selected a site on 
the banks of Virginia’s James River as 
their new home. Settling Jamestown 
was a momentous event in American 
history. 

While the Spanish founded St. Augus-
tine in Florida in the 1560’s and the 
English attempted to colonize Roanoke 
Island in North Carolina in the 1580’s, 
Jamestown was America’s first suc-

cessful, permanent European settle-
ment. Jamestown is the birthplace of 
our nation, and is where representative 
government in the Americas began. 
The founding of Jamestown marks the 
beginning of what Alex de Toqueville 
described as the United States’ ‘‘great 
experiment’’ in democracy. 

The establishment of Jamestown re-
mains a cornerstone event in American 
history because of the lasting tradi-
tions that the English brought with 
them, including the legacy of language 
and common law that have shaped our 
great republic for decades. 

Celebrating the 400th Anniversary of 
Jamestown marks an important oppor-
tunity to remember and reflect on how 
our ancestors established Virginia: how 
they treated America’s original inhab-
itants, the Indians, and how the slave 
trade was begun. While injustice is a 
major part of this historical legacy, it 
is also the legacy that marked the be-
ginning of our rich cultural heritage 
that defines the United States today. 

With the 2007 celebration we have a 
chance to properly remember a story— 
too often glossed over—of the ‘‘darker 
side of the Jamestown legacy’’ as one 
scholar has noted, ‘‘a legacy of slavery; 
of warfare and conquest; of the dis-
placement and decimation of Native 
Americans; of damage to the natural 
environment.’’ 

The history of Jamestown is rich, 
complex, tragic and inspirational. Cer-
tainly, an important part of 
Jamestown’s history is the beginning 
of the distinct American spirit of ex-
ploration and adventure. The James-
town adventure led directly to the for-
mation of the great American prin-
ciples of rule of law, religious and po-
litical freedom and the rights of man. 
The establishment of these pillars of 
American government was, again, 
unique in the history of man and gov-
ernment. The United States stands 
today as the world’s longest lived, con-
tinuous democratic republic in exist-
ence today. 

The Jamestown story is also the 
story of the beginning of truly global 
commerce. Not only was the establish-
ment of Jamestown a commercial ven-
ture, it was a venture that coincided 
with an emerging worldwide cap-
italism. The landing was one of many 
efforts by primarily western European 
countries to go beyond a country’s 
boundaries in search of commercially 
important natural resources. 

The English came to Virginia looking 
for economic gain, but found personal 
freedom. They quickly found that the 
British model of government was not 
well-suited to the challenges of the 
New World. 

Americans have joined in celebrating 
Jamestown’s founding with major 
events during the past two centuries, 
most recently in 1957. These occasions 
have been marked with parades to an 
eight-month international exposition. 

The 2007 Jamestown celebration will 
allow us to learn from our past as we 
prepare for the future. It is a national 

event that deserves our national atten-
tion and commemoration. The commis-
sion will bring the many talents of 
noted historians and scholars together 
with the Commonwealth’s plans to 
fully observe the Jamestown experi-
ment and its lasting contributions to 
our society. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I want to 
join my senior colleague today in in-
troducing legislation that will estab-
lish a Federal commission to com-
memorate the founding of the English 
colony at Jamestown nearly 400 years 
ago. Jamestown, the first permanent 
English Colony in the new world, holds 
enormous significance for us as a na-
tion. We are an English speaking na-
tion and our laws are based on English 
law. The history of Jamestown is the 
earliest history of the United States, 
and our culture still reflects those be-
ginnings. 

Jamestown was the capitol of Vir-
ginia for 92 years and was the center of 
cultural activity for the new colony. 
The celebration of the 400th anniver-
sary of the founding of Jamestown is 
important to Virginia, and the Nation. 
In order to ensure that the celebration 
be conducted in a way that all Ameri-
cans can appreciate and share in the 
history of Jamestown, we propose to 
establish a federal commission that 
will assist in developing federal activi-
ties that will complement those pro-
grams and activities undertaken by the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 

Currently the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia and the federal government, 
through the Department of Interior, 
work together at Jamestown to tell the 
story of the early colonial times. The 
commission will provide additional as-
sistance, and coordination and will pro-
vide support for the scholarly research 
that is ongoing at the Jamestown site. 
The commission can help ensure that 
the celebration of our earliest history 
is accessible to a broad range of Ameri-
cans, and not just those in the imme-
diate vicinity of the original colony. 

The authority for the Commission 
will terminate one year after the 
Jamestown celebration in 2007 and 
after completing a report on its activi-
ties. The report will not only tell the 
story of the Jamestown celebration, 
but will provide guideposts and infor-
mation for national celebrations in the 
future. Having an end to the commis-
sion’s work will ensure that the organi-
zation will not outlive its usefulness. 
The planning for this wonderful cele-
bration has already begun, and so I ask 
for quick consideration of this legisla-
tion so that we can move forward to-
gether. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. ROBB, Ms. COLLINS, and Mr. 
DASCHLE): 

S. 2887. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude from 
gross income amounts received on ac-
count of claims based on certain un-
lawful discrimination and to allow in-
come averaging for backpay and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00080 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7163 July 18, 2000 
frontpay awards received on account of 
such claims, and for other purposes. 

CIVIL RIGHTS TAX FAIRNESS ACT OF 2000 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Civil Rights Tax 
Fairness Act of 2000. I am being joined 
by Senator ROBB in this effort. Civil 
rights legislation has been in force 
throughout this country for nearly 
thirty years; its purpose being to pro-
vide real remedies to victims of dis-
crimination. 

The Civil Rights Tax Fairness Act re-
stores certain remedies for victims of 
discrimination by eliminating taxes on 
emotional distress awards. This tax 
was incorporated into the Small Busi-
ness Job Protection Act of 1996, mak-
ing the taxation of awards received in 
discrimination cases involving back 
wages or non-physical injuries ( includ-
ing emotional distress) taxable. The re-
sult of the 1996 legislation was to dis-
criminate against people involved in 
civil rights cases. People who received 
damage awards because of a bar-room 
brawl or slip-and-fall incident, often 
caused by simple negligence, get tax 
free awards. While, for similar types of 
psychological injuries caused by inten-
tional discrimination the damages are 
taxed. The result of this taxation is 
that the attorneys and government 
make out better than the victims who 
had their rights violated. 

A second part of The Civil Rights Tax 
Fairness Act changes the current law, 
which requires people who receive back 
pay awards in discrimination cases to 
be bumped up into a higher tax brack-
et. When back pay awards are received 
by a person in a case the IRS considers 
it taxable income to be taxed in the 
year it is received, even though the 
award received covers many years of 
lost wages. Currently no averaging of 
back pay awards is allowed, but The 
Civil Rights Tax Fairness Act attempts 
to address this problem. The act pro-
vides for income averaging of back pay 
awards, making it possible for the 
award to be taxed over the number of 
years it was meant to compensate. 

The third area that The Civil Rights 
Fairness Act attempts to combat is the 
double taxation of attorneys’ fees that 
takes place under current law. Pres-
ently individuals who receive awards 
end up having to include in that award 
their attorneys’ fee. This fee can end 
up being larger than the actual award 
received by the plaintiff. The current 
tax implications in the law require the 
plaintiff to pay taxes on their award 
and on the attorneys fees received by 
their lawyer. 

One real life example recently 
brought to my attention involves an 
Iowa citizen named Don Lyons. Mr. 
Lyons, a man attempting to do the 
honorable thing by helping out a co- 
worker with filing a sex discrimination 
complaint against their employer, was 
unjustly retaliated against. After pre-
vailing in court and receiving a $15,000 
remitted judgment, Mr. Lyons then 
had to deal with the present tax laws, 
which not only devoured his judgment, 

but required him to actually pay thou-
sands of more dollars to the govern-
ment in taxes. 

First, Mr. Lyons had to pay taxes on 
the $15,000 he received as punitive dam-
ages from his employer. After he pays 
his taxes he is left with $9,533. How-
ever, when Mr. Lyons takes into ac-
count the taxes that he has to pay on 
the combination of his settlement and 
attorneys’ fees, he ends up owing 
$67,791 in taxes. When you subtract the 
$9,533 Mr. Lyons had left from the ini-
tial judgment he ends up still owing 
the government $58,236 in taxes. Mr. 
Lyons attorney, Ms. Victoria L. Her-
ring, also has to pay taxes on the fee 
she received for taking Mr. Lyons case. 
Mr. Lyons ends up paying taxes on 
money that he never even received, 
making him a good example of why it 
is important to pass The Civil Rights 
Tax Fairness Act and end double tax-
ation. Everyone should agree that this 
is a extreme example of unfair tax-
ation. 

Mr. Lyons helped out a co-worker, 
was attacked by his employer, and re-
ceived damages in a court of law. Peo-
ple count on the legal system to pro-
tect them and when their civil rights 
are violated the system needs to func-
tion properly. It is disheartening to 
learn that, in actuality, Mr. Lyons is 
going to be taken to the cleaners by 
the government tax system, and as a 
result, he ends up owing $58,236 to the 
government for the ‘‘privilege’’ of hav-
ing won his retaliation case. 

It seems to me that there is some-
thing fundamentally wrong with the 
law when it hurts the people it is sup-
posed to protect. This being said, it is 
time to change the mistakes made in 
the past by passing the Civil Rights 
Tax Fairness Act 2000. This bill will go 
a long way toward helping out victims 
of discrimination by eliminating taxes 
on emotional distress awards, ending 
lump-sum taxation, and ending double 
taxation. The changing of the law will 
have positive effects on citizens like 
Mr. Lyons, allowing similar victims to 
keep more of their awards. At the same 
time, it will be beneficial for business, 
since they will be able to settle dis-
crimination claims for lower settle-
ments. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the record after my remarks 
the letter I received from Mr. Lyon’s 
attorney, Victoria L. Herring. Ms. Her-
ring does an outstanding job of quanti-
fying and personalizing the importance 
of the Civil Rights Tax Fairness Act. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NOVEMBER 30, 1999. 

Re Tax implications of civil rights litiga-
tion. 

Senator CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 
Senator TOM HARKIN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS: I write you as an attorney 
of long-standing in Des Moines and an Iowa 

citizen who represents other Iowans in em-
ployment-related matters. I write to bring to 
your attention a problem that you should 
know of (as legislation is now pending to 
cure the problem, H.R. 1997), but perhaps the 
effect of the present status of the law es-
caped you. 

As you know, for some thirty years civil 
rights legislation has been in force in this 
country; that includes Title VII, the ADA, 
the ADEA, and other types of such statutes. 
As a part of the legislative effort to provide 
remedies to victims of discrimination, Con-
gress also passed an attorney fees provision 
that entitles a successful plaintiff to have 
his or her attorney fees and expenses com-
pensated by the losing defendant, subject to 
the trial court’s discretion. Certainly, this 
legislation had a salutary effect in ending 
some of the worst vestiges of discrimination 
and seeing that the litigators were paid for 
their efforts as ‘‘private attorneys general’’. 
The United States Supreme Court has en-
dorsed this concept in numerous cases. 

What I now bring to your attention is the 
fact that all of this legislation has been ren-
dered meaningless and, indeed, punitive 
against plaintiffs and their attorneys, by the 
Congress’s passage in 1996 of the Small Busi-
ness Protection Act and the various tax laws 
enacted by Congress over the years. I have a 
real life example to bring to your attention, 
in the hope that you will see how unfair and 
offensive is the present state of the law. In 
fact, in light of the law as it is today, it is 
entirely possible that no attorney in his or 
her right mind would take any plaintiff’s 
civil rights case, and that no person in his or 
her right mind would undertake to litigate 
civil rights discrimination no matter how 
much they were harmed by such actions. 

First, it is my understanding that the tax 
laws now require the payment of taxes upon 
any and all sums obtained in litigation or 
settlement that are not clearly related to 
‘‘personal physical injury’’. As most (if not 
all) civil rights and discrimination cases 
brought under Title VII, the ADA, etc., rare-
ly involve ‘‘personal physical injury’’, most 
(if not all) jury verdicts, judge awards and/or 
settlements are entirely taxable to the vic-
tim of discrimination. Perhaps that was 
truly the intent of Congress in its 1996 pas-
sage of the amendment to Internal Revenue 
Code Section 104. If so, then victims of dis-
crimination certainly do owe taxes on what-
ever they might receive by way of verdict, 
judgment or settlement, and should pay 
those taxes. Of course, that frequently pre-
vents settlements from occurring or raises 
the cost of the settlements, but that might 
also be within Congress’s intent in passing 
the legislation. (That less than salutary ef-
fect of the 1996 amendment is one reason 
quite a variety of groups have supported the 
proposed bill, H.R. 1997, among them the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, NELA, the AARP, 
etc.) In any event, that is not the entire 
problem facing victims and litigators. 

The most pernicious problem and one 
which causes me to write to you is the com-
bined effect of the above legislation coupled 
with other laws of Congress, court cases and 
IRS regulations. The effect is to cause any 
and all lawyers who might wish to advocate 
for plaintiffs who have been harmed by dis-
crimination to rethink whether, in fact, they 
wish to continue to do that work. And it 
places lawyers who do continue to advocate 
at loggerheads with their clients’ interests. 

The law is now clear that victims of dis-
crimination owe tax payments on whatever 
settlement/judgment they might receive. 
And it is clear that their attorneys owe tax 
payments on whatever attorney fees and ex-
penses they are awarded. However, the law is 
also quite clear that the victims of discrimi-
nation also owe taxes upon the amount of 
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money their attorney is compensated for his/ 
her efforts in obtaining the settlement/ver-
dict. While in some situations it is possible 
to deduct those costs, given the Alternative 
Minimum Tax provisions and recent Tax 
Court cases, it is close to impossible to do so. 
Thus, victims of discrimination may well 
add up with an additional tax burden in ex-
cess of any sums of money actually obtained 
in the litigation to compensate them for 
their injuries. This must be contrary to the 
intent of Congress in passing civil rights leg-
islation over the past thirty years, and the 
views of the Supreme Court in holding that 
attorney fees awards should be fully but rea-
sonably compensatory to the attorneys, in 
order to facilitate attorneys in handling 
civil rights legislation. 

I can provide you with a real-life example 
which impacts an Iowa citizen who success-
fully fought discrimination and retaliation 
and his attorney, the undersigned, who 
joined in that effort. Based on what we know 
now, both of us are quite sorry we ever en-
tered into the effort to prevent discrimina-
tion and retaliation from occurring. 

Don Lyons assisted a co-worker in filing a 
sex discrimination complaint against their 
employer. As a result, he and the co-worker 
were retaliated against. We brought suit on 
behalf of the co-worker for sex discrimina-
tion in employment in the Southern District 
of Iowa and made a claim for retaliation in 
violation of Title VII on behalf of both Don 
and his co-worker. The case was litigated in 
the court here, with the result that the sex 
discrimination case was resolved prior to 
trial. However, because no settlement of 
Don’s claim was possible, his retaliation case 
went onto a jury trial before eight jurors 
from the southern District of Iowa. 

We put on two days of evidence before the 
jury and Judge Wolle, with the result that 
Don was awarded $1.00 in nominal damages 
(a recognition of his right to bring the claim) 
and $150,000 in punitive damages. On post- 
trial motions, Judge Wolle upheld the jury’s 
verdict on liability and held that there was 
sufficient evidence that ‘‘defendant had an 
evil motive and had intentionally violated 
federal law in retaliating against Lyons be-
cause he had assisted other pilots in pro-
tecting their civil rights.’’ However, Judge 
Wolle remitted the punitive damage amount 
to $15,000.00, because he thought that would 
be sufficient to punish the defendant. Pursu-
ant to the attorney fee provision of the civil 
rights law, I have petitioned the court for 
approximately $170,000 in fees and expenses; 
that is based on my hourly rate of $180.00 an 
hour (a rate much less than that of lawyers 
in other cities, and probably much less than 
the two defense lawyers from Chicago who 
tried the case). The fees and expenses 
amount may seem high, but is the result of 
a fair amount of contentiousness and the 
need to take depositions in Kansas and Ari-
zona. 

The problem for my client and for myself 
arises from the clear tax implications of this 
situation. My client would normally pay out 
of his $15,000 in punitive damages the sum of 
$5,467.00, and that would be fine for him. 

However, if the court awards me a ‘‘fully 
compensatory’’ fee and expenses figure of 
$150,000 (I am using that as an example, be-
cause we have run the figures on this sum), 
not only will I pay my taxes on this figure 
(gladly so), but my client will also and with-
out the ability to deduct the sum due to the 
pernicious effect of the alternative minimum 
tax! 

Amount 

Don’s taxes of $15,000 ................... $5,467.00 
Don’s taxes on $15,000 plus the at-

torney fee award of $150,000 ...... 67,791.00 

Difference/Additional Taxes Owed 
by Don for the ‘‘privilege’’ of 
having won his retaliation case 58,236.00 

In other words, because Don assisted some-
one to bring a claim of sex discrimination 
through appropriate channels and prevailed 
in his jury trial claim of retaliation, he will 
be forced by present tax laws to pay an addi-
tional amount of $58,236.00, which is over 
two-thirds of his annual salary. And he will 
not have any additional money as a result of 
the remittment of the judgment to pay that 
additional tax. And because Don hired me to 
be his advocate and then prevailed before a 
jury of eight citizens, he is penalized with a 
severe tax penalty for having advocated civil 
rights. And I need not tell you that this re-
sult has severely strained what had been a 
cordial and positive working relationship be-
tween attorney and client. 

This is a clear injustice and one that we 
cannot find any way of resolving, given the 
present state of the law. If we could, we 
would. We are, therefore, bringing this to 
your attention because it is a concern which 
only legislation can rectify. We believe that 
H.R. 1997 is the only means possible to rec-
tify this problem and urge you to support it 
strongly and vocally as soon as Congress re-
turns. 

If you have need of further information, 
please let me know. Both Don and I would 
appreciate the opportunity to visit with you 
or your staff to discuss this problem and to 
shed light upon how this situation causes me 
to rethink my chosen profession and Don to 
rethink his willingness to assist people who 
are being discriminated against. 

Very truly yours, 
VICTORIA L. HERRING, 

Attorney at Law. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce the Civil Rights 
Tax Fairness Act of 2000 with Senators 
GRASSLEY, DASCHLE and COLLINS. This 
important legislation will correct sev-
eral imperfections in our Tax Code that 
unfairly tax the victims of civil rights 
violations at a time when they are 
most vulnerable. I’m pleased that it ac-
complishes this in a fashion that has 
bi-partisan Congressional support and 
has been endorsed by civil rights orga-
nizations as well as the business com-
munity. 

The Civil Rights Tax Fairness Act 
contains several provisions. The first 
section excludes emotional distress 
awards received in discrimination 
cases from the gross income of the re-
cipient. Due to a change in the Small 
Business Job Protection Act of 1996, 
damages received for emotional dis-
tress in civil rights cases are taxable, 
while those received in slip and fall ac-
cidents are not. There is no defensible 
reason for this disparity and it must be 
changed. 

The bill would also allow employees 
who receive lump sum awards for back 
wages for civil rights violations by 
their employers to take advantage of 
income averaging. Currently, if an em-
ployee receives a large award it will 
generally push that person into a high-
er income bracket for that year due to 
the income spike from the damages. 
The result is that the victim may be 
taxed at a higher rate than they would 
if they had received the income as 
wages in the normal course of business. 
This is the wrong tax treatment and 
should be corrected. 

Finally, this legislation ends the dou-
ble taxation on attorney’s fees that are 
awarded to a victim in a discrimina-
tion case. Mr. President, even though 
the attorney ultimately gets the fees, 
not the victim, present law not only 
taxes the attorney on the fees that 
they receive when they take them into 
income, but also requires that the vic-
tim include them in computing their 
gross income. Even though they are 
supposed to be able to take a cor-
responding deduction, due to limita-
tions on miscellaneous deductions and 
the alternative minimum tax, in most 
cases the victims cannot get the entire 
amount. This is not fair and cannot be 
the intended effect. 

I look forward to working with the 
senior Senator from Iowa in getting 
this bill signed into law. It is time to 
bring our Tax Code into the 21st Cen-
tury. We must implement tax policies 
that help to eradicate discrimination. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 203 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 203, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide for an equitable determination of 
the Federal medical assistance per-
centage. 

S. 345 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

names of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) and the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. BENNETT) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 345, a bill to amend the Ani-
mal Welfare Act to remove the limita-
tion that permits interstate movement 
of live birds, for the purpose of fight-
ing, to States in which animal fighting 
is lawful. 

S. 1016 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1016, a bill to provide collective 
bargaining for rights for public safety 
officers employed by States or their po-
litical subdivisions. 

S. 1351 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1351, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to extend 
and modify the credit for electricity 
produced from renewable resources. 

S. 1378 
At the request of Mr. VOINOVICH, the 

names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAIG), the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
COVERDELL), and the Senator from 
Florida (Mr. MACK) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1378, a bill to amend 
chapter 35 of title 44, United States 
Code, for the purposes of facilitating 
compliance by small businesses with 
certain Federal paperwork require-
ments, to establish a task force to ex-
amine the feasibility of streamlining 
paperwork requirements applicable to 
small businesses, and for other pur-
poses. 
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S. 1439 

At the request of Mr. FEINGOLD, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1439, a bill to terminate production 
under the D5 submarine-launched bal-
listic missile program. 

S. 1489 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1489, a bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide for the pay-
ment to States of plot allowances for 
certain veterans eligible for burial in a 
national cemetery who are buried in 
cemeteries of such States. 

S. 1796 

At the request of Mr. MACK, the name 
of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1796, a bill to modify the enforcement 
of certain anti-terrorism judgements, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1902 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. ROBB) and the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 1902, a bill to require dis-
closure under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act regarding certain persons and 
records of the Japanese Imperial Army 
in a manner that does not impair any 
investigation or prosecution conducted 
by the Department of Justice or cer-
tain intelligence matters, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 2018 

At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2018, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to re-
vise the update factor used in making 
payments to PPS hospitals under the 
medicare program. 

S. 2274 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) and the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2274, a bill to 
amend title XIX of the Social Security 
Act to provide families and disabled 
children with the opportunity to pur-
chase coverage under the medicaid pro-
gram for such children. 

S. 2456 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2456, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to ex-
pand the adoption credit to provide as-
sistance to adoptive parents of special 
needs children, and for other purposes. 

S. 2516 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2516, a bill to fund task 
forces to locate and apprehend fugi-
tives in Federal, State, and local fel-
ony criminal cases and give adminis-
trative subpoena authority to the 
United States Marshals Service. 

S. 2608 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2608, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the 
treatment of certain expenses of rural 
letter carriers. 

S. 2609 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2609, a bill to amend the Pittman- 
Robertson Wildlife Restoration Act and 
the Dingell-Johnson Sport Fish Res-
toration Act to enhance the funds 
available for grants to States for fish 
and wildlife conservation projects, and 
to increase opportunities for rec-
reational hunting, bow hunting, trap-
ping, archery, and fishing, by elimi-
nating chances for waste, fraud, abuse, 
maladministration, and unauthorized 
expenditures for administration and 
implementation of those Acts, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2689 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. BINGAMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2689, a bill to authorize the 
President to award a gold medal on be-
half of Congress to Andrew Jackson 
Higgins (posthumously), and to the D- 
day Museum in recognition of the con-
tributions of Higgins Industries and 
the more than 30,000 employees of Hig-
gins Industries to the Nation and to 
world peace during World War II. 

S. 2703 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2703, a bill to amend the provisions of 
title 39, United States Code, relating to 
the manner in which pay policies and 
schedules and fringe benefit programs 
for postmasters are established. 

S. 2707 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2707, a bill to help ensure general avia-
tion aircraft access to Federal land and 
the airspace over that land. 

S. 2781 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2781, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that a 
deduction equal to fair market value 
shall be allowed for charitable con-
tributions of literary, musical, artistic, 
or scholarly compositions created by 
the donor. 

S. CON. RES. 130 

At the request of Mrs. LINCOLN, the 
name of the Senator from New York 
(Mr. SCHUMER) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Con. Res. 130, concurrent reso-
lution establishing a special task force 
to recommend an appropriate recogni-
tion for the slave laborers who worked 
on the construction of the United 
States Capitol. 

S.J. RES. 48 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 48, a joint resolution call-
ing upon the President to issue a proc-
lamation recognizing the 25th anniver-
sary of the Helsinki Final Act. 

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the 
names of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. L. CHAFEE), the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. JEFFORDS), the Senator 
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), 
the Senator from California (Mrs. 
BOXER), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. MURKOWSKI), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BRYAN), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
and the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) were added as cosponsors of 
S.J. Res. 48, supra. 

S.J. RES. 50 

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S.J. Res. 50, a joint resolution to dis-
approve a final rule promulgated by 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
concerning water pollution. 

S. RES. 212 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 212, a resolution to des-
ignate August 1, 2000, as ‘‘National Rel-
atives as Parents Day.’’ 

S. RES. 294 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
name of the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. KERREY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. Res. 294, a resolution designating 
the month of October 2000 as ‘‘Chil-
dren’s Internet Safety Month.’’ 

S. RES. 301 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON), the Senator from 
New York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), the 
Senator from Louisiana (Ms. LAN-
DRIEU), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), and the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Res . 301, a 
resolution designating August 16, 2000, 
as ‘‘National Airborne Day.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 3457 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
names of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. ABRAHAM) and the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
3457 intended to be proposed to S. 2536, 
an original bill making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and 
for other purposes. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 3798 

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Maine (Ms. COL-
LINS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3798 proposed to H.R. 
4578, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3847 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. LEAHY) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 3847 pro-
posed to H.R. 4810, a bill to provide for 
reconciliation pursuant to section 
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2001. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3886 

At the request of Mr. BOND, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN), the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. KERREY) and the Senator 
from Kansas (Mr. ROBERTS) were added 
as cosponsors of amendment No. 3886 
proposed to H.R. 4578, a bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3887 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) and the Senator from 
Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL) were added as 
cosponsors of amendment No. 3887 pro-
posed to H .R. 4578, a bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of the 
Interior and related agencies for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3888 

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3888 pro-
posed to H.R. 4810, a bill to provide for 
reconciliation pursuant to section 
103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2001. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3899 

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 3899 proposed to H.R. 
4578, a bill making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 131—COMMEMORATING THE 
20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
WORKERS’ STRIKES IN POLAND 
THAT LED TO THE CREATION OF 
THE INDEPENDENT TRADE 
UNION SOLIDARNOSC, AND FOR 
OTHER PURPOSES 

Mr. ROTH submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-

ferred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations 

S. CON. RES. 131 

Whereas, in July and August of 1980, Polish 
workers went on strike to protest com-
munist oppression and demand greater polit-
ical freedom; 

Whereas, in the shipyards of Gdansk and 
Szczecin, workers’ committees coordinated 
these strikes and ensured that the strikes 
were peaceful and orderly and did not pro-
mote acts of violence; 

Whereas workers’ protests against the 
communist authorities in Poland were sup-
ported by the Polish people and the inter-
national community of democracies; 

Whereas, on August 30 and 31 of 1980, the 
communist government of the People’s Re-
public of Poland yielded to the 21 demands of 
the striking workers, including the release of 
all political prisoners, including Jacek 
Kuron and Adam Michnik, the broadcasting 
of religious services on television and radio, 
and the right to establish independent trade 
unions; 

Whereas from these agreements emerged 
Solidarność, the first independent trade 
union in the communist bloc, led by Lech 
Walesa, an electrician from Gdansk; 

Whereas Solidarność and its 10,000,000 
members became a great social movement in 
Poland that was committed to promoting 
fundamental human rights, democracy, and 
Polish independence; 

Whereas, during its first congress in 1981, 
Solidarność issued a proclamation urging 
workers in Soviet-bloc countries to resist 
their communist governments and to strug-
gle for freedom and democracy; 

Whereas the communist government of Po-
land introduced martial law in December 
1981 in an attempt to block the growing po-
litical and social influence of the 
Solidarność movement; 

Whereas Solidarność remained a powerful 
and political force that resisted the efforts of 
Poland’s communist government to suppress 
the desire of the Polish people for freedom, 
democracy, and independence from the So-
viet Union; 

Whereas, in February 1999, the communist 
government of Poland agreed to conduct 
roundtable talks with Solidarność that led 
to elections to the National Assembly in 
June of that year, in which nearly all open 
seats were won by candidates supported by 
Solidarność; 

Whereas, on August 19, 1999, Solidarity 
leader Tadeusz Mazowiecki was asked to 
serve as Prime Minister of Poland and on 
September 12, 1999, the Polish Sejm voted to 
approve Prime Minister Mazowiecki and his 
cabinet, Poland’s first noncommunist gov-
ernment in 4 decades; 

Whereas, on December 9, 1990, Lech Walesa 
was elected President of Poland; 

Whereas the Solidarność movement, by its 
courage and example, initiated political 
transformations in other countries in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe and thereby initi-
ated the collapse of the Soviet Bloc in 1989; 
and 

Whereas, since the time Poland freed itself 
from communist domination, Polish-Amer-
ican relations have transformed from part-
nership to alliance, a transition marked by 
Poland’s historic accession to the North At-
lantic Treaty Organization in March 1999: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) commemorates the 20th anniversary of 
the workers’ strikes in Poland that lead to 
the creation of the independent trade union 
Solidarność; and 

(2) honors the leaders of Poland who risked 
and lost their lives in attempting to restore 
democracy in their country and to return 
Poland to the democratic community of na-
tions. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 338—REL-
ATIVE TO THE DEATH OF THE 
HONORABLE PAUL COVERDELL, 
A SENATOR FROM THE STATE 
OF GEORGIA 

Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, 
Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BAYH, 
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. BOND, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. BRYAN, 
Mr. BUNNING, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. L. CHAFEE, Mr. 
CLELAND, Mr. COCHRAN, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
DEWINE, Mr. DODD, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GOR-
TON, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. 
GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
HAGEL, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. JOHNSON, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERREY, Mr. KERRY, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. KYL, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. MACK, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. MOY-
NIHAN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. NICKLES, Mr. REED, Mr. REID, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 
SHELBY, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
SPECTER, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, 
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. WYDEN) 
submitted the following resolution; 
which was considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 338 

Whereas the Honorable Paul Coverdell 
served Georgia in the United States Senate 
with devotion and distinction; 

Whereas the Honorable Paul Coverdell 
served all the people of the United States as 
Director of the Peace Corps; 

Whereas his efforts on behalf of Georgians 
and all Americans earned him the esteem 
and high regard of his colleagues; and 

Whereas his tragic and untimely death has 
deprived his State and Nation of an out-
standing lawmaker and public servant: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of the Honorable 
Paul Coverdell a Senator from the State of 
Georgia. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
communicate these resolutions to the House 
of Representatives and transmit an enrolled 
copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That when the Senate adjourns 
today, it stand adjourned as a further mark 
of respect to the memory of the deceased 
Senator. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2001 

GRASSLEY (AND HARKIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 3910 

Mr. GORTON (for Mr. GRASSLEY (for 
himself and Mr. HARKIN)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (H.R. 4578) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2001, and for other purposes; as follows: 

On page 163, after line 23, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 1ll. MISSISSIPPI RIVER ISLAND NO. 228, 

IOWA, LAND EXCHANGE. 
(a) IDENTIFICATION OF LAND TO BE RE-

CEIVED IN EXCHANGE.—Not later than 120 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Interior, acting through 
the Director of the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service (referred to in this section 
as the ‘‘Secretary’’), shall provide Dubuque 
Barge & Fleeting Services, Inc. (referred to 
in this section as ‘‘Dubuque’’), a notice that 
identifies parcels of land or interests in 
land— 

(1) that are of a value that is approxi-
mately equal to the value of the parcel of 
land comprising the northern half of Mis-
sissippi River Island No. 228, as determined 
through an appraisal conducted in con-
formity with the Uniform Appraisal Stand-
ards for Federal Land Acquisition; and 

(2) that the Secretary would consider ac-
ceptable in exchange for all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to that 
parcel. 

(b) LAND FOR WILD LIFE AND FISH REF-
UGE.—Land or interests in land that the Sec-
retary may consider acceptable for the pur-
poses of subsection (a) include land or inter-
ests in land that would be suitable for inclu-
sion in the Upper Mississippi River Wild Life 
and Fish Refuge. 

(c) EXCHANGE.—Not later than 30 days after 
Dubuque offers land or interests in land iden-
tified in the notice under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall convey all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in and to the 
parcel described in subsection (a) in ex-
change for the land or interests in land of-
fered by Dubuque, and shall permanently dis-
continue barge fleeting at the Mississippi 
River island, Tract JO–4, Parcel A, in the W/ 
2 SE/4, Section 30, T.29N., R.2W., Jo Daviess 
County, Illinois, located between miles #578 
and #579, commonly known as Pearl Island. 

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 3911 

Mr. GORTON proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, H.R. 4578; supra; as 
follows: 

On page 126, line 16, strike ‘‘$207,079,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$208,579,000’’. 

BOXER AMENDMENT NO. 3912 

Mrs. BOXER proposed an amendment 
to the bill, H.R. 4578, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the amendment, add the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘None of the funds appropriated under this 
Act may be used for the preventive applica-
tion of a pesticide containing a known or 
probable carcinogen, a category I or II acute 
nerve toxin or a pesticide of the 
organophosphate, carbamate, or 

organochlorine class as identified by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency in National 
Parks in any area where children and preg-
nant women may be present.’’ 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2001 

BAUCUS AMENDMENTS NOS. 3913– 
3916 

Mr. BAUCUS submitted four amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (H.R. 4461) making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administration 
and Related Agencies programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 3913 

On page 14, line 23, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 15, lines 1 and 2, strike ‘‘in all, 

$494,744,000.’’ and insert ‘‘and $500,000 for the 
Montana Sheep Institute; in all, $495,244,000, 
of which $500,000 shall be derived by transfer 
of a proportionate amount from each other 
account for which this title makes funds 
available for administrative and related ex-
penses.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3914 

On page 14, line 23, strike ‘‘and’’. 
On page 15, lines 1 and 2, strike ‘‘in all, 

$494,744,000.’’ and insert ‘‘and $500,000 for a 1- 
year economic study on live cattle packer 
concentration at the University of Florida; 
in all, $494,894,000, of which $150,000 shall be 
derived by transfer of a proportionate 
amount from each other account for which 
this title makes funds available for adminis-
trative and related expenses.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3915 

On page 12, line 22, strike ‘‘expended (7 
U.S.C. 2209b):’’ and insert ‘‘expended, of 
which $2,000,000 shall be derived by transfer 
of a proportionate amount from each other 
account for which this title makes funds 
available for administrative and related ex-
penses, and of which not less than $2,000,000 
shall be available for the Northern Plains 
Agricultural Research Laboratory, Sidney, 
Montana, for facility construction:’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3916 

On page 50, lines 9 through 12, strike 
‘‘$21,221,293,000, of which $100,000,000 shall be 
placed in reserve for use only in such 
amounts and at such times as may become 
necessary to carry out program operations’’ 
and insert ‘‘$21,221,793,000, of which 
$100,000,000 shall be placed in reserve for use 
only in such amounts and at such times as 
may become necessary to carry out program 
operations and $500,000 shall be available to 
provide a waiver to the State agency of the 
State of Montana from the standard utility 
allowance requirements of section 5(e)(7)(C) 
of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 
2014(e)(7)(C))’’. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WATER AND POWER 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I would like to announce for 
the information of the Senate and the 

public that a legislative hearing has 
been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on Water and Power. 

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, July 25, 2000, at 2:30 p.m., in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 2877, to authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to con-
duct a feasibility study on water opti-
mization in the Burnt River basin, 
Malheur River basin, Owyhee River 
basin, and Powder River basin, Oregon; 
S. 2881, to update an existing Bureau of 
Reclamation program by amending the 
Small Reclamation Projects Act of 
1956, to establish a partnership pro-
gram in the Bureau of Reclamation for 
small reclamation projects, and for 
other purposes; and S. 2882, to author-
ize the Bureau of Reclamation to con-
duct certain feasibility studies to aug-
ment water supplies for the Klamath 
Project, Oregon and California, and for 
other purposes. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Water and Power, Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, 364 Dirsken Sen-
ate Office Building, Washington, DC 
20510–6150. 

For further information, please call 
Trici Heninger, Staff Assistant, or Col-
leen Deegan, Counsel, at (202) 224–8115. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Tuesday, July 18, 2000, at 9:30 a.m. 
on Global Warming—National Assess-
ment on Climate Change. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Tuesday, 
July 18, 2000, for purposes of con-
ducting a Full Committee business 
meeting which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this business 
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 18, 2000, at 2:30 
p.m., to hold a hearing. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 

AND PENSIONS 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor 
and Pensions be authorized to meet to 
conduct a hearing on drug costs during 
the session of the Senate on July 18, 
2000. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 18, 2000, at 3 
p.m., to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Housing and Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 18, 2000, to 
conduct a hearing on ‘‘S. 2733, the Af-
fordable Housing for Seniors and Fami-
lies Act.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRODUCTION AND PRICE 
COMPETITIVENESS 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry Subcommittee on Production 
and Price Competitiveness be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Tuesday, July 18, 2000. The 
purpose of this meeting will be to ex-
amine the future of U.S. agricultural 
export programs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON TAXATION AND IRS 
OVERSIGHT 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Taxation and IRS Over-
sight of the Committee on Finance au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, July 18, 2000, 
for a public hearing on Energy Tax 
Issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Ben Noble of 
Senator LEAHY’s staff be accorded floor 
privileges during the remainder of the 
consideration of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Garry Stacey 
Banks, Ashley Badger, Erin Choi, 
Marissa Coughlin, Crystal Duncan, 

Ethan Falatko, Geneva Head, Walter 
Kookesh, Aaron Meredith, David 
Naneng, Darien Pearson, Marshall 
Sele, Yun Xia, Jennafer Tryck, and 
Jensen Young, Alaskan students par-
ticipating in my summer intern pro-
gram, be granted floor privileges in 
order to accompany me on my daily 
schedule through August 15, 2000. Only 
two interns will accompany me to the 
floor at any particular time. 

I also ask that Garry Stacey Banks, 
Ethan Falatko, Marshall Sele, 
Jennafer Tryck, and Jensen Young be 
granted floor privileges in order to ac-
company my legislative director, Chris 
Schabacker, through August 15, 2000. 
Only one intern will accompany my 
legislative director to the floor at any 
particular time. 

f 

THE DEATH OF SENATOR PAUL 
COVERDELL, OF GEORGIA 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I have one 
of the most difficult things to do now 
that I have had to do since I have 
served as majority leader of the Sen-
ate, and that is to announce that our 
beloved colleague from Georgia, PAUL 
COVERDELL, passed away today at ap-
proximately 6:10 p.m. in the Piedmont 
Hospital in Atlanta, GA. PAUL has been 
a close friend and confidant, an out-
standing Member of this body, and we 
will miss him greatly. 

At the appropriate time, I will join 
the rest of my colleagues in trying to 
make appropriate remarks to pay trib-
ute to PAUL, but for now I can’t do any 
more than just make this announce-
ment. I do want to say to Nancy Cover-
dell and the family that we extend our 
sympathy and our love. Our hearts are 
breaking also. 

Mr. President, I send a resolution to 
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration; further, that the resolution 
be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 338), 
Whereas the Honorable Paul Coverdell 

served Georgia in the United States Senate 
with devotion and distinction; 

Whereas the Honorable Paul Coverdell 
served all the people of the United States as 
Director of the Peace Corps; 

Whereas his efforts on behalf of Georgians 
and all Americans earned him the esteem 
and high regard of his colleagues; and 

Whereas his tragic and untimely death has 
deprived his State and Nation of an out-
standing lawmaker and public servant: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of the Honorable 
Paul Coverdell a Senator from the State of 
Georgia. 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 
communicate these resolutions to the House 
of Representatives and transmit an enrolled 
copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That when the Senate adjourns 
today, it stand adjourned as a further mark 
of respect to the memory of the deceased 
Senator. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members of the 

Senate be made cosponsors of this reso-
lution, and further that the resolution 
be agreed to and the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 338) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we will an-

nounce for the Senate and all those 
who knew and loved PAUL, the details 
of the services for him when they are 
available. We don’t have that informa-
tion at this time. I presume sometime 
tomorrow we will know that. And also 
I want colleagues to know that they 
are encouraged to make statements of 
sympathy during the proceedings to-
morrow when we are in session, if they 
feel so inclined. But, as is the tradi-
tion, we will designate a specific time 
at a later date so that all Senators will 
have time to appropriately express 
their feelings for this fine Senator. 

I ask the assistant majority leader 
conclude our proceedings this after-
noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
might I join with our distinguished ma-
jority leader in expressing the grief we 
all feel for a man of peace who did so 
much in his life, and brilliantly, as Di-
rector of the Peace Corps under Presi-
dent Bush. We know him so well and 
miss him so much and can only share 
in the thought that he rests in peace. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll.] 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, the an-
nouncement the majority leader just 
made that our friend and colleague, 
PAUL COVERDELL, passed away at 6:10 
p.m. today is a very sad statement. 
PAUL COVERDELL was an outstanding 
Senator from the State of Georgia. 
This is Georgia’s loss, but it is also a 
loss for all of our country. 

I join with my colleagues in express-
ing our sympathy to Nancy Coverdell, 
to the Coverdell family, to all the 
friends and associates of PAUL COVER-
DELL, for he was truly an outstanding 
Senator. He served this body with 
great distinction, with great humor 
and leadership. Frankly, he was a lead-
er in everything he did, certainly in 
the Peace Corps and his service in the 
Senate. He will truly be missed, not 
just by Georgians but, frankly, by all 
Americans. 

f 

ORDERS FOR WEDNESDAY, JULY 
19, 2000 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:24 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S18JY0.REC S18JY0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S7169 July 18, 2000 
Wednesday, July 19. I further ask unan-
imous consent that on Wednesday, im-
mediately following the prayer, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date and the morning hour be deemed 
expired, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then resume consider-
ation of the Agriculture appropriations 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, when 
the Senate convenes at 9:30 a.m., the 
Senate will immediately resume con-
sideration and debate of the Agri-
culture appropriations bill. Amend-
ments are expected to be offered and 
debated throughout tomorrow’s ses-
sion. As previously announced, any 
votes ordered with respect to the Agri-
culture appropriations bill will be 
stacked to occur sometime after 2 p.m. 
in order to accommodate those Sen-
ators attending the funeral service for 
former Senator Pastore. In addition, as 
information becomes available with re-
spect to the services for Senator 
COVERDELL, further announcements 
will be made. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, be-
fore we close, I ask that we have a mo-
ment of silent prayer for the Paul 
Coverdell family. 

(Moment of silence.) 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank 

my friend and colleague from Kansas, 
and I wish to reiterate the statement 
that all of us are praying for the Cover-
dell family. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the provisions of S. Res. 
338, out of respect for our colleague, 
Senator PAUL COVERDELL. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:14 p.m., adjourned until Wednes-
day, July 19, 2000, at 9:30 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate July 18, 2000: 

UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE 

SEYMOUR MARTIN LIPSET, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEM-
BER OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE UNITED 
STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE FOR A TERM EXPIRING 
JANUARY 19, 2003. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

IN THE COAST GUARD 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED INDIVIDUAL FOR APPOINT-
MENT AS A PERMANENT REGULAR OFFICER IN THE 
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD IN THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 14, U.S. CODE, SECTION 211: 

To be lieutenant 

ELIZABETH A. ASHBURN, 0000 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be general 

LT. GEN. PETER PACE, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

THOMAS J. CONNALLY, 0000 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS IN THE UNITED 
STATES MARINE CORPS FOR REGULAR APPOINTMENT 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 531: 

To be first lieutenant 

AARON D. ABDULLAH, 0000 
TINA M. ABRAHAM, 0000 
ERIK R. ABRAHAMSON, 0000 
CEASAR M. ACHICO, 0000 
DAVID M. ADAMIEC, 0000 
RAYMOND L. ADAMS, 0000 
KENNETH P. ADDIS, 0000 
JOHN J. AHN, 0000 
LOUIS M. ALBIERO, JR., 0000 
BRIAN S. ALBON, 0000 
GREGORY J. ALLAN, 0000 
EZIEKEL E. ALLEN, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. ANDERSON, 0000 
JOHN T. ANDRESS, 0000 
AARON A. ANGELL, 0000 
DANN V. ANGELOFF, JR., 0000 
BRIAN ANTONELLI, 0000 
ARTHUR D. ANZALONE, 0000 
RICHARD D. APOSTOLICO, 0000 
TOBEI B. ARAI, 0000 
JONPAUL C. ARCHER, 0000 
JOSEPH D. ARICO, 0000 
JAMES F. ARMAGOST, 0000 
ROBERT L. ARMBRUSTER, JR., 0000 
ERICK M. ARMELIN, 0000 
ADRIAN D. ARMOLD, 0000 
MICHAEL J. ARPAIO, JR., 0000 
JOHN R. ARQUETTE, 0000 
JASON D. ARTHAUD, 0000 
LANCE R. ATTAWAY, 0000 
SCOTT K. ATWOOD, 0000 
BRAD E. AUGHINBAUGH, 0000 
BLAS AVILA, JR., 0000 
JULIE L. AYLWIN, 0000 
SHERIF A. AZIZ, 0000 
JAMES S. BACHE, 0000 
JOHN T. BADAMI, 0000 
BROCKLYN D. BAHE, 0000 
EDWARD BAHRET, 0000 
JANINE L. BAILEY, 0000 
GREGORY T. BAKER, 0000 
THOMAS A. BAKER, 0000 
GREGORY R. BAMFORD, 0000 
ROBBI J. BANASZAK, 0000 
JOHN J. BANCROFT, JR., 0000 
ROZANNE BANICKI, 0000 
WALTER C. BANSLEY IV, 0000 
DAVID S. BARBEROT, 0000 
BRUCE E. BARKER, JR., 0000 
GWENDOLYNN L. BARR, 0000 
TRAVIS A. BARTELSON, 0000 
HARVEY BARTLE IV, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. BATES, 0000 
BARTHOLOME BATTISTA, 0000 
PAUL J. BATTY, 0000 
JOHN P. BAZYLEWICZ, 0000 
JOSEPH T. BEALS, 0000 
BRADLEY P. BEAN, 0000 
RYAN A. BEAUPRE, 0000 
ERIC M. BECKMANN, 0000 
DAVID A. BEEBE, 0000 
ERIN S. BENJAMIN, 0000 
TIMOTHY R. BENNETT, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER E. BENSON, 0000 
DAVID P. BERARDINELLI, 0000 
CHARLES H. BERCIER III, 0000 
PETER M. BEREZUK, 0000 
FREDERICK L. BERNIER, 0000 
BRENDAN T. BERRY, 0000 
JOHN K. BEST, 0000 
GREGORY S. BIAGI, 0000 
SCOTT T. BIELICKI, 0000 
MICHAEL J. BISSONETTE, 0000 
EDUARDO C. BITANGA II, 0000 
TROY B. BLACK, 0000 
PAUL J. BLAIR, 0000 
DONALD P. BLAND, 0000 
DAVID R. BLASSINGAME, 0000 
ANDREW C. BLOCKSIDGE, 0000 
MICHAEL A. BOCCOLUCCI, 0000 
BRAD P. BOITNOTT, 0000 
BRANDON M. BOLLING, 0000 
CHRISTIAN J. BOLLINGER, 0000 
JOHN A. BONDS, 0000 
JONATHAN A. BOSSIE, 0000 
STEPHEN C. BOUCHER, 0000 
TYLER E. BOUDREAU, 0000 
MICHAEL J. BOULTON, 0000 
MICHAEL B. BOWDOIN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. BOWER, 0000 
ELIKA S. BOWMER, 0000 
JONATHAN L. BRADLEY, 0000 
SEAN P. BRADLEY, 0000 
ROBERT K. BRINTON, 0000 
BRANDON C. BROOKS, 0000 
GARY D. BROOKS, 0000 
BENJAMIN W. BROWN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. BROWN, 0000 
JENNIFER L. BROWN, 0000 
MEREDITH E. BROWN, 0000 
SHANNON M. BROWN, 0000 

TINA M. BROWN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. BROWNING, 0000 
AARON J. BRUNK, 0000 
JOHN P. BRUZZA, 0000 
CHRISTIAN J. BUCHANAN, 0000 
WYNDHAM K. BUERLEIN, 0000 
ERNEST L. BULLICRUZ, 0000 
KAREN L. BURCKART, 0000 
GREGORY S. BURGESS, 0000 
RUSSELL A. BURKE, 0000 
DOUGLAS W. BURKMAN, 0000 
BRIAN M. BURNS, 0000 
ERIC G. BURNS, 0000 
LOUIS V. BUSH, 0000 
GREGORY K. BUTCHER, 0000 
BRADLEY J. BUTLER, 0000 
SCOTT P. BUTTZ, 0000 
DANIEL R. CAMPBELL, 0000 
TAMARA L. CAMPBELL, 0000 
RAFAEL A. CANDELARIO II, 0000 
RONALD M. CANNIZZO, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. CANNON, 0000 
ROBERT A. CANO, 0000 
PETER J. CAPUZZI, 0000 
CONLON D. CARABINE, 0000 
DAVID M. CAREY, 0000 
EDWARD M. CARICATO, JR., 0000 
FOSTER T. CARLILE, 0000 
WILLIAM L. CARR, 0000 
CHARLES A. CARTE, 0000 
THOMAS CATUOGNO, 0000 
MATTHEW L. CHADWICK, 0000 
BRIAN A. CHAJEWSKI, 0000 
MICHAEL R. CHALLGREN, 0000 
JEREMY P. CHAPMAN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER C. CHILDS, 0000 
DAVID M. CHIODO, 0000 
JEFFERY M. CHIOW, 0000 
JAMES M. CHITTENDEN, 0000 
JOHN Y. CHONG, 0000 
DANIEL P. CHRISTMAS, 0000 
DAVIS R. CHRISTY, 0000 
DARIN A. CHUNG, 0000 
BILLY J. CLARK, 0000 
JOSHUA D. CLAYTON, 0000 
C R. CLIFT, 0000 
DARIUS COAKLEY, 0000 
LLONIE A. COBB, 0000 
COLIN P. COCKRELL, 0000 
WILLIAM J. CODY, 0000 
BRIAN W. COLE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER G. COLLINS, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. COLLINS, 0000 
JAMES B. COLLINS, 0000 
RYAN M. CONNOLLY, 0000 
JUSTIN CONSTANTINE, 0000 
LEE K. COOPER, 0000 
ROBERT L. CORL, 0000 
LESTER M. CORPUS, 0000 
JEFFREY C. CORRIVEAU, 0000 
STEPHEN L. COSBY, 0000 
JOSEPH V. COSENTINO, 0000 
MICHAEL H. COTHERN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER G. COVER, 0000 
BRADLEY S. COWLEY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER S. COX, 0000 
LUKE A. COYLE, 0000 
BARRY A. CRAFT, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL L. CRAIGHEAD, 0000 
RYAN E. CRAIS, 0000 
LORI R. CREEL, 0000 
THOMAS R. CRELLIN, 0000 
BRENT A. CREWS, 0000 
MICHELLE E. CROFTS, 0000 
KRISTOPHER M. CRONIN, 0000 
CLINTON A. CULP, 0000 
THOMAS P. CUNNINGHAM, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER C. CURRAN, 0000 
IAN C. DAGLEY, 0000 
NINA A. DAMATO, 0000 
JEFFREY R. DANSIE, 0000 
MEHDI A. DARAKJY, 0000 
JOHN F. DASTOLI, 0000 
CARLOS M. DAVILA, JR., 0000 
JUN YOUNG K. DAVIS, 0000 
MARK S. DAVIS, 0000 
ROBERT B. DAVIS, 0000 
SCOTT R. DAVIS, 0000 
TIMOTHY A. DAVIS, 0000 
TIMOTHY R. DAVIS, 0000 
VINCENT C. DAWSON, 0000 
NORMAN T. DAY, 0000 
DAVID K. DECARION, 0000 
MICHAEL J. DEDDENS, 0000 
JOSE M. DELEON, JR., 0000 
ANDREW M. DELGAUDIO, 0000 
BRYAN C. DELIA, 0000 
GERALD DELIRA, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH T. DELLOS, 0000 
VINCENT A. DELPIDIO III, 0000 
CHARLES W. DELPIZZO III, 0000 
GREGORY P. DEMARCO, 0000 
GREGORY R. DEMIK, 0000 
COLLEEN R. DEMOSS, 0000 
SAMUEL N. DEPUTY, 0000 
CHRISTIAN T. DEVINE, 0000 
PATRICIA M. DIENHART, 0000 
MICHAEL C. DIETZ, 0000 
JASON F. DIJOSEPH, 0000 
ERIC C. DILL, 0000 
JUSTIN T. DIRICO, 0000 
ANDREW P. DIVINEY, 0000 
ERIC L. DIXON, 0000 
GILBERT F. DMEZA, 0000 
JOHN F. DOBRYDNEY, 0000 
WILLIAM DOCTOR, JR., 0000 
KEVIN M. DOHERTY, 0000 
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HENRY DOLBERRY, JR., 0000 
DAVID M. DOMAN, 0000 
JOHN H. DOUGLAS, 0000 
STEWART L. DOWNIE, 0000 
DOUGLAS A. DOWSON, 0000 
TERESA J. DRAG, 0000 
ANDREW S. DREIER, 0000 
JONATHAN A. DREXLER, 0000 
STEPHEN D. DRISKILL, 0000 
AARON A. DRUMMOND, 0000 
CHARLES E. DUDIK, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. DUKE, 0000 
JOSEPH R. DUMONT, 0000 
JASON K. DUNCAN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. DUNDY, 0000 
RYAN E. DUNHAM, 0000 
DOUGLAS R. DUNLAP, 0000 
SEAN R. DUNN, 0000 
KATHLEEN M. DUNNE, 0000 
TANYA M. DURHAM, 0000 
MICHAEL E. DWYER, 0000 
SCOTT A. DYER, 0000 
JONATHAN J. ECKHARDT, 0000 
SCOTT C. EDWARDS, 0000 
DAVID I. EICKENHORST, 0000 
PHILIP E. EILERTSON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. ELHARDT, 0000 
RYAN M. ELLER, 0000 
JOHN M. ENNIS, 0000 
RYAN J. ERISMAN, 0000 
WILLIAM R. ERRETT, 0000 
BRYAN M. ESPRIT, 0000 
MICHAEL F. ESTORER, 0000 
DANIEL J. EVANS, 0000 
MATTHEW S. FAHRINGER, 0000 
DAVID D. FAIRLEIGH, 0000 
ROBERT B. FARRELL, 0000 
TIMOTHY F. FARRELL, 0000 
JOHN P. FARRIS II, 0000 
THOMAS R. FECHTER, 0000 
MICHAEL J. FEDOR, 0000 
WILLIAM A. FEEKS, 0000 
MARTIN E. FEENY, 0000 
MATTHEW D. FEHMEL, 0000 
DANIEL C. FELICIANO, 0000 
WILLIAM T. FELTS IV, 0000 
WILLIAM B. FENWICK, 0000 
SCOTT E. FERENCE, 0000 
ERNEST D. FERRARESSO, 0000 
SHANNON R. FIELDS, 0000 
PETER C. FIGLIOZZI, 0000 
FRANK E. FILLER, 0000 
CORNELIUS T FINNEGAN IV, 0000 
JAMES F. FINNEGAN, 0000 
MICHAEL L. FITTS, 0000 
ROBERT C. FITZBAG, 0000 
JAMES C. FITZHUGH, 0000 
CHARLES N. FITZPATRICK III, 0000 
ROBERT J. FITZPATRICK, 0000 
RYAN P. FITZPATRICK, 0000 
MARY K. FLATLEY, 0000 
PHILIP E. FLECHER, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL C. FLEMMING, 0000 
JASON R. FLYNN, 0000 
FREDERICK D. FOLSON, 0000 
RYAN P. FORD, 0000 
TRAVIS A. FORD, 0000 
JUAN F. FORERO, 0000 
BRYAN J. FORNEY, 0000 
VINCENT P. FORTUNATO, 0000 
MARC H. FOSTER, 0000 
MARK E. FRANKO, 0000 
JASON E. FRANKS, 0000 
LAWRENCE M. FRAUENHEIM, 0000 
AARON T. FRAZIER, 0000 
PETER D. FREEBURN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. FRY, 0000 
BENJAMIN D. FRYE, 0000 
JASON A. GADDY, 0000 
JASON P. GALETTI, 0000 
ANTANAS D. GARBAUSKAS, 0000 
JER J. GARCIA, 0000 
JOANNA L. GARCIA, 0000 
KENNETH C. GARDNER, JR., 0000 
RYAN K. GATCHELL, 0000 
JOSHUA T. GAUGHEN, 0000 
SAMUEL C. GAZZO, 0000 
SCOTT A. GEHRIS, 0000 
JOSEPH H. GENT, 0000 
LESTER R. GERBER, 0000 
MICHAEL J. GERVASONI, 0000 
MATTHEW S. GETZ, 0000 
PAUL M. GHIOZZI, 0000 
PETER M. GIBBONS, 0000 
JASON L. GIBSON, 0000 
GINGER E. GIERMAN, 0000 
TARRELL D. GIERSCH, 0000 
JOHN S. GILBERT, 0000 
JESSE J. GIPSON, 0000 
RICHARD L. GLADWELL, JR., 0000 
OWEN L. GLISTER, 0000 
IAN T. GLOVER, 0000 
PATRICK M. GLYNN, 0000 
MICHAEL B. GOLDSTEIN, 0000 
CARLO J. GONZALEZ, 0000 
GILBERTO C. GONZALEZ, JR., 0000 
MATTHEW J. GORBATY, 0000 
JAMES H. GORDON, 0000 
DUSTIN B. GORZYNSKI, 0000 
RYAN W. GOUGH, 0000 
AIDEN S. GOULD, 0000 
GREGORY F. GOULD, 0000 
KENNETH B. GRAF, 0000 
GRAHAM R. GRAFTON, 0000 
BRANDON W. GRAHAM, 0000 
KEVIN P. GRAVES, 0000 
MICHAEL A. GRAZIANI, 0000 

MAX S. GREEN, 0000 
BRANDON C. GREGOIRE, 0000 
JOHN R. GREGORY, 0000 
ADAM W. GRESHAM, 0000 
BRIAN R. GRIFFING, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. GRIFFITH, 0000 
SAMUEL M. GRIFFITH, 0000 
SHANA L. GRITSAVAGE, 0000 
JASON D. GROSE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. HAFER, 0000 
DANIEL M. HAJEK, 0000 
JEREMY S. HALCOMB, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER W. HALL, 0000 
MARK G. HALL, 0000 
MICHAEL S. HALL, 0000 
JASON M. HAMILTON, 0000 
ALFRED B. HAMMETT, II, 0000 
JEFFREY L. HAMMOND, 0000 
MARK A. HAND, 0000 
MICHAEL F. HAND, 0000 
ERIC H. HANEMANN, 0000 
JASON C. HANIFAN, 0000 
PETER C. HANTELMAN, 0000 
KEVIN B. HARBISON, 0000 
ETHAN H. HARDING, 0000 
TODD A. HARDING, 0000 
MICHAEL A. HARLOW, 0000 
BRETT M. HARNISH, 0000 
JEFFREY M. HARRINGTON, 0000 
RYAN E. HARRINGTON, 0000 
CLINT C. HARRIS, 0000 
GEORGE D. HASSELTINE, 0000 
HOWARD H. HATCH, 0000 
BLAKE E. HAUSMAN, 0000 
CORY M. HAVENS, 0000 
ROBERT C. HAWKINS, 0000 
ORION J. HAYES, 0000 
MICHELLE L. HEATH, 0000 
BRENDAN G. HEATHERMAN, 0000 
TREVOR A. HEIDENREICH, 0000 
WILLIAM C. HENDRICKS, IV, 0000 
HENRY A. HENEGAR, III, 0000 
JOHN M. HENITZ, 0000 
ADAM G. HENRICH, 0000 
JESSICA L. HENRYSPAYDE, 0000 
ARTURO HERNANDEZLOPEZ, 0000 
HEATHER L. HERNANDEZTHEIS, 0000 
JOHN P. HERRON, 0000 
PHILIP R. HERSCHELMAN, 0000 
DREW R. HESS, 0000 
JASON W. HEUER, 0000 
DOUGLAS P. HIBSHMAN, 0000 
BRANDON M. HIGGINS, 0000 
AARON P. HILL, 0000 
RICHARD J. HOFHEINS, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. HOLLOWAY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. HOLLOWAY, 0000 
FRANKLIN R. HOOKS, II, 0000 
JAMES B. HOOVER, 0000 
JOSHUA D. HOPFER, 0000 
MAX H. HOPKINS, 0000 
RICHARD L. HOPKINS, JR., 0000 
WILSON M. HOPKINS, III, 0000 
BRYAN T. HORVATH, 0000 
ALEJANDRO R. HOUSE, 0000 
DANE L. HOWELL, 0000 
MARK A. HOWEY, 0000 
WILLIAM C. HOWLETT, 0000 
MICHAEL R. HUDSON, 0000 
KENNETH S. HULATA, 0000 
JAMES B. HUNT, 0000 
MICHAEL L. HUNTING, JR., 0000 
PER D. HURST, 0000 
HENRY E. HURT, III, 0000 
JAY D. HUSBANDS, 0000 
ANDREW J. HUSMAN, 0000 
BRET M. HYLA, 0000 
JOHN C. ILLIA, 0000 
GEORGE F. INMAN, JR., 0000 
TIMOTHY W. IRWIN, 0000 
VICTOR R. ISLAS, 0000 
JOSHUA E. IZENOUR, 0000 
CARLOS T. JACKSON, 0000 
JIMMY L. JACKSON, 0000 
REGINALD L. JACKSON, JR., 0000 
MATHEW J. JACOBSEN, 0000 
JOHN J. JAESKI, 0000 
ROBERT E. JAMES, 0000 
JASON M. JANCZAK, 0000 
RYAN P. JANOSEK, 0000 
DONALD A. JANVRIN, 0000 
MIKE K. JERON, 0000 
FERNANDO V. JIMENEZ, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER H. JOHANSEN, 0000 
JOHN C. JOHNS, 0000 
THOMAS V. JOHNS, 0000 
ANDREW D. JOHNSON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER L. JOHNSON, 0000 
DAVID A. JOHNSON, 0000 
GRANT M. JOHNSON, 0000 
KIMBERLY A. JOHNSON, 0000 
MICHAEL J. JOHNSON, 0000 
PAUL K. JOHNSON III, 0000 
ANNEKE L. JOHNSTON, 0000 
MARC A. JOHNSTON, 0000 
RANDALL C. JOHNSTON, 0000 
KEMPER A. JONES, 0000 
SYDNEY F. JORDAN, JR., 0000 
DAVID C. JOSEFORSKY, 0000 
ANGELA C. JUDGE, 0000 
FRANCIS A. JUROVICH III, 0000 
MICHAEL C. KAHN, 0000 
DANIEL B. KALSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY A. KAMB, 0000 
MARK T. KAMINSKY, 0000 
ANDREW D. KARAMANOS, 0000 
DOV KAWAMOTO, 0000 

MARTIN P. KAZANJIAN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER F. KEADY, 0000 
RONALD W. KEARSE, 0000 
COLIN H. KEENAN, 0000 
JOHN P. KEENAN, 0000 
BRIAN K. KELLER, 0000 
ALEXANDER E. KELLEY, 0000 
SHAWN M. KELLY, 0000 
TIMOTHY L. KELLY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. KENNEDY, 0000 
ERIN M. KEWIN, 0000 
MATTISON J. KIDD, 0000 
MARK A. KIEHLE, 0000 
JOHN E. KIM, 0000 
TROY O. KIPER, 0000 
THOMAS F. KISCH, 0000 
MICHAEL C. KLINE, 0000 
AARON R. KNEPEL, 0000 
TOMIS M. KNEPPER, 0000 
JAMES A. KNIGHT, 0000 
BRANDON S. KNOTTS, 0000 
JACK R. KNOX, JR., 0000 
JOHN D. KNUTSON, 0000 
ROBERT M. KOHRS, 0000 
NOAH J. KOMNICK, 0000 
VINCE W. KOOPMANN, 0000 
PAUL B. KOPACZ, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. KOREN, 0000 
JAMES F. KORTH, 0000 
JEFFERSON L. KOSICH, 0000 
SPEROS C. KOUMPARAKIS, 0000 
SHANNON M. KRAFT, 0000 
CHARLES B. KROLL, 0000 
LORI KRSULICH, 0000 
MATTHEW B. KUCHARSKI, 0000 
ADZEKAI M. KUMA, 0000 
JOHN J. KURIGER, 0000 
JOSEPH B. LAGOSKI, 0000 
PHILIP C. LAING, 0000 
JEFFREY K. LAMB, 0000 
JUSTIN D. LAMORIE, 0000 
SAMUEL W. LANASA, JR., 0000 
MATTHEW J. LANDRY, 0000 
CARROLL K. LANE, 0000 
DEREK E. LANE, 0000 
JEFFREY J. LARSON, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. LASHER, 0000 
GOTTFRIED H. LAUBE, JR., 0000 
SCOTT A. LAUZON, 0000 
ANDREAS D. LAVATO, 0000 
GARY R. LAWSON, II, 0000 
DUSTIN T. LEE, 0000 
KATHY R. LEE, 0000 
SAMUEL K. LEE, 0000 
ADAM V. LEFRINGHOUSE, 0000 
JOEL T. LEGGETT, 0000 
ANDREW T. LEPPERT, 0000 
MATTHEW E. LEYMAN, 0000 
DOUGLAS A. LINDAMOOD, 0000 
JONATHAN B. LINDSEY, 0000 
JOSEPH B. LINGGI, 0000 
SUSAN K. LINSERT, 0000 
JOHN W. LITTON, 0000 
JON B. LIVINGSTON, 0000 
ANDREW J. LOCKETT, 0000 
ANTHONY W. LOIGNON, 0000 
BRENT A. LOOBY, 0000 
ALFRED J. LOUIS, JR., 0000 
BRIAN F. LOWE, 0000 
JOSH R. LOWE, 0000 
JAMES T. LOWERY, 0000 
MICHAEL R. LUCIANI, 0000 
HAROLD Q. LUCIE, 0000 
GALIN G. LUK, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER D. LUTHER, 0000 
JONATHAN C. LUTTMANN, 0000 
ANDREW D. LYNCH, 0000 
STEVEN M. LYONS, 0000 
SCOTT J. MABEE, 0000 
DAVID C. MAIER, 0000 
SEAN W. MAITA, 0000 
MAREK Z. MAKAREWICZ, 0000 
MICHAEL J. MANIFOR, 0000 
WILLIAM M. MAPLES, 0000 
WILLIAM J. MARKHAM III, 0000 
JON S. MARONEY, 0000 
MICHAEL F. MARTIN, 0000 
MICHAEL D. MARTINO, 0000 
JUSTIN E. MARVEL, 0000 
TAMARA A. MASON, 0000 
GARTH P. MASSEY, 0000 
RENEE L. MATTHEWS, 0000 
STEPHEN W. MATTHEWS, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. MAYFIELD, 0000 
ADAM W. MC ARTHUR, 0000 
JAMES K. MC BRIDE, 0000 
MICHAEL D. MC CARTY, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL M. MC CLOUD, II, 0000 
DANIEL G. MC COLLUM, 0000 
LUCAS M. MC CONNELL, 0000 
GARY A. MC CULLAR, 0000 
JUDSON C. MC DANIEL, 0000 
KEVIN M. MC DONALD, 0000 
MARK J. MC DONALD, 0000 
MARK D. MC FARLAND, 0000 
JOHN G. D. MC GARRY, 0000 
GREGORY C. MC GEE, 0000 
BRIAN T. MC GONAGLE, 0000 
JAMES P. MC GONIGLE, III, 0000 
AMY M. MC GRATH, 0000 
JAMES R. MC GRATH, 0000 
GREGORY A. MC GUIRE, 0000 
RODRICK H. MC HATY, 0000 
ADAM T. MC HENRY, 0000 
CAMERON M. MC KAY, 0000 
BRYAN T. MC KERNAN, 0000 
ADAM T. MC LENDON, 0000 
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SCOTT D. MC LEOD, 0000 
MICHAEL T. MC QUADE, 0000 
JOHN P. MC SHANE, 0000 
JEFFREY L. MEEKER, 0000 
ANDREW F. MEREDITH, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. MERRILL, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. MESSINEO, 0000 
SAMUEL L. MEYER, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER V. MEYERS, 0000 
SHARRON M. MICHAEL, 0000 
ADAM E. MILLER, 0000 
BRIAN M. MOLL, 0000 
SCOTT MONTES, 0000 
KEVIN M. MONTGOMERY, 0000 
MARK A. MONTOYA, 0000 
JOHN M. MOORE, 0000 
ELLIOT MORA, 0000 
DAVID F. MORAN, 0000 
DAVID M. MOREAU, 0000 
JENNIFER B. MORRIS, 0000 
TRAVIS L. MORSE, 0000 
STEPHEN H. MOUNT, 0000 
ROGER O. MOUSEL, JR., 0000 
JESSICA S. MOWREY, 0000 
JOHN P. MULKERN, 0000 
BRIAN T. MULVIHILL, 0000 
RAMON J. MUNOZ, 0000 
SETH MUNSON, 0000 
GERALD E. MURPHY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. MURRAY, 0000 
SEAN M. MURRAY, 0000 
MICHAEL R. NAKONIECZNY, 0000 
YOHANNES NEGGA, 0000 
NICHOLAS O. NEIMER, 0000 
ANDREW J. NELSON, 0000 
ISAAC D. NELSON, 0000 
CHRISTINA F. NESMITH, 0000 
JAMES D. NEUSHUL, 0000 
DAVID E. NEVERS, 0000 
MICHAEL E. NEWMAN, 0000 
VICTOR NEWSOM, 0000 
DEREK J. NEYMEYER, 0000 
HILARY NICESWANGER, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER M. NICHOLSON, 0000 
ALEXANDRA K. NIELSEN, 0000 
JONCLAUD A. NIX, 0000 
STEVEN J. NOLEN, 0000 
MARVIN L. NORCROSS, JR., 0000 
WADE H. NORDBERG, 0000 
BRIAN M. NORDIN, 0000 
EDWIN NORRIS, 0000 
RUSSELL H. NORRIS, 0000 
AARON J. NOTEBOOM, 0000 
MICHAEL M. OBALDE, 0000 
ELTON D. O’BRIEN, 0000 
WILLIAM E. O’BRIEN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER P. O’DONNELL, 0000 
JEFFREY M. O’DONNELL, 0000 
THOMAS R. OEHLER, 0000 
JEFFREY W. OLESKO, 0000 
DONALD W. OLIVER, JR., 0000 
BERNARD J. O’LOUGHLIN, 0000 
READ M. OMOHUNDRO, 0000 
JARLATH P. ONEILDUNNE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER G. OPRISON, 0000 
SEAN F. O’QUINN, 0000 
PATRICK J. O’ROURKE, 0000 
MICHAEL W. OSBORN, 0000 
PAUL J. OVALLE, 0000 
QUINTON S. PACKARD, 0000 
SPENCER L. PADGETT, 0000 
DARNELL K. PALMER, 0000 
MARK A. PAOLICELLI, 0000 
VASILIOS E. PAPPAS, 0000 
JASON D. PARDUE, 0000 
YOUNG K. PARK, 0000 
DAMON M. PARKER, 0000 
GREGORY S. PARKER, 0000 
TERENCE L. PARKER, 0000 
THOMAS W. PARKER, 0000 
RICHARD E. PARKINSON, 0000 
RICHARD H. PARRISH, 0000 
BRIAN C. PATE, 0000 
ANGELA D. PATERNA, 0000 
RICHARD B. PATTESON, 0000 
MARTHA L. PAYNE, 0000 
MATTHEW R. PEARCE, 0000 
JASON D. PEJSA, 0000 
ERIC J. PENROD, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER R. PERKINS, 0000 
NATHAN T. PERKKIO, 0000 
TRINITY D. PERSFUL, 0000 
STEPHEN C. PETERS, 0000 
DAREN R. PETERSON, 0000 
ROBERT C. PETERSON, 0000 
MATHEW J. PFEFFER, 0000 
TUANANH T. PHAM, 0000 
BRADLEY W. PHILLIPS, 0000 
NATHALIE C. PICADO, 0000 
NEAL P. PLASKONOS, 0000 
ROBERT J. PLEAK, 0000 
CLAY A. PLUMMER, 0000 
JAMES P. POPPY, 0000 
CHERYL L. PORAK, 0000 
LARRY S. POST, 0000 
DEREK A. POTEET, 0000 
BRENDAN W. POWELL, 0000 
AARON E. PRICE, 0000 
CARL C. PRIECHENFRIED, 0000 
ROBERT C. PRIJATELJ, 0000 
JAMES PRUDHOMME III, 0000 
RYAN A. PYKE, 0000 
EUGENE A. QUARRIE III, 0000 
ROBERT P. RACE, 0000 
MATTHEW M. RAFFERTY, 0000 
GEORGE P. RAMSEY, 0000 
ROBERT P. RANDAZZO, 0000 

MILAN K. RATKOVICH, 0000 
CASMER J. RATKOWIAK III, 0000 
GUY W. RAVEY, 0000 
MIHAE P. RAVEY, 0000 
HUNTER R. RAWLINGS IV, 0000 
WILLIAM G. RAYNE, 0000 
JAMES D. REDDING, 0000 
ANDREW P. REED, 0000 
KEVIN L. REED, 0000 
MATTHEW L. REGNER, 0000 
ROBERT B. REHDER, JR., 0000 
DAVID M. REILLY, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER T. REINHART, 0000 
PETER O. REITMEYER, 0000 
KIMBERLY A. REITZ, 0000 
JULIAN D. REYESJONES, 0000 
JACOB L. REYNOLDS, 0000 
PATRICK J. REYNOLDS, JR., 0000 
BRYAN M. RHODE, 0000 
KERRY K. RHODES, 0000 
WILLIAM T. RHODES, 0000 
SHELTON RICHARDS, 0000 
BRYAN D. RICHARDSON, 0000 
JAMES E. RICHARDSON, JR., 0000 
JASON P. RICHTER, 0000 
THOMAS A. RICKS, 0000 
JASON P. ROBERTS, 0000 
RICHARD C. ROBERTS, 0000 
BENJAMIN C. ROBERTSON, 0000 
EDWARD N. ROBINSON, 0000 
NATHANIEL K. ROBINSON, 0000 
SEAN M. ROCHE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER A. ROCK, 0000 
RANDY L. RODEN, 0000 
VICTOR G. ROEPKE, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER B. ROGERS, 0000 
DAVID M. ROONEY, 0000 
GUILLERMO ROSALES, JR., 0000 
OMAR W. ROSALES, 0000 
AARON M. ROSE, 0000 
EDWIN B. ROSE, 0000 
ERIK M. ROSENBERRY, 0000 
DAWN C. ROSENBLAD, 0000 
KEVIN L. RUNOLFSON, 0000 
MICHAEL RUSH, 0000 
WILLIAM A. RUSHE IV, 0000 
MICHEAL D. RUSS, 0000 
TRAVIS G. RUSSELL, 0000 
JOHN T. RYAN, 0000 
RUSSELL C. RYBKA, 0000 
STEVEN A. SABLAN, 0000 
REGINA M. SABO, 0000 
CHRISTI L. SADDLER, 0000 
ANDRE P. SALVANERA, 0000 
JOHN E. SAMPSON, 0000 
SOUNTHONE SANANIKONE, 0000 
ROLANDO R. SANCHEZ, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. SANCHEZ, 0000 
WILLIAM D. SANDS, JR., 0000 
ERIC T. SANEHOLTZ, 0000 
KURT M. SANGER, JR., 0000 
WILLIAM A. SANTMYER, 0000 
LARA A. SANTOS, 0000 
DANIEL S. SARNER, 0000 
JOHN S. SATTELY, 0000 
KEVIN T. SAUNDERS, 0000 
JEFFREY B. SAXTON, 0000 
KARL E. SCHIMMECK, 0000 
KARL T. SCHMIDT, 0000 
ZACHARY T. SCHMIDT, 0000 
PAUL M. SCHNEIDER, 0000 
TIMOTHY W. SCHNELLE, 0000 
MICHAEL T. SCHOELZ, 0000 
RYAN J. SCHOMER, 0000 
WILLIAM M. SCHRADER, 0000 
SEAN D. SCHROCK, 0000 
ABEL A. SCHULTZE, 0000 
CHARLES F. SCHWARM, 0000 
WILLIAM M. SCHWEITZER, 0000 
DANIEL R. SCOTT, 0000 
ROBERTO C. SCOTT, 0000 
WILLIAM T. SCOTT, 0000 
ROBERT C. SELLERS, 0000 
MICHAEL J. SHEA, 0000 
THOMAS M. SHEA, 0000 
DAVID B. SHEALY, 0000 
AARON P. SHELLEY, 0000 
BRIAN O. SHELLMAN, 0000 
SCOTT M. SHELTON, 0000 
JOHN E. SHEPARD, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER H. SHEPPARD, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER J. SHIMP, 0000 
SHANNON L. SHINSKIE, 0000 
LESLIE A. SHIOZAWA, 0000 
JAMES F. SIFFERLEN, 0000 
ALAN D. SILVA, 0000 
LOUIS P. SIMON, 0000 
ADAN E. SISNEROS, 0000 
MICHAEL F. SKORICH, 0000 
JOSEPH G. SKRYD, 0000 
DANIEL J. SKUCE, 0000 
RICHARD T. SLACK, 0000 
DAVID B. SLAY, 0000 
SAMUEL L. SLAYDON, 0000 
MARC R. SLEDGE, 0000 
TIMOTHY M. SLINGER, 0000 
GRAHAM F. SLOAN, 0000 
SAMUEL D. SMALDONE, 0000 
DAVID P. SMAY IV, 0000 
ANTHONY L. SMITH, 0000 
ERIC D. SMITH, 0000 
JAMES W. SMITH, 0000 
JOSHUA E. SMITH, 0000 
MELVIN SMITH, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL R. SMITH, 0000 
ROGER A. SMITH, 0000 
SEAN P. SMITH, 0000 

MARK C. SMYDRA, 0000 
STEFAN R. SNEDEN, 0000 
TRACI L. SNIVELY, 0000 
WILLIAM R. SNOWMAN, 0000 
MATHIEU J. SOULIERE, 0000 
KIRK M. SPANGENBERG, 0000 
DAVID W. SPANGLER, 0000 
RAYMOND V. SPAULDING, 0000 
BENJAMIN O. SPIELER, 0000 
MATTHEW A. SPURLOCK, 0000 
RANDY J. STAAB, 0000 
JAMES F. STAFFORD, 0000 
DAVID H. STAINTON II, 0000 
JAMES R. STARR, JR., 0000 
JOSEPH H. STEELE III, 0000 
ROBERT A. STEELE, 0000 
JEFFREY S. STEPHENS, 0000 
BLAIR A. STEVENSON, 0000 
KENRIC D. STEVENSON, 0000 
ALYSSA R. STEWART, 0000 
JOHN E. STEWART II, 0000 
ALEXIS G. STOBBE, 0000 
STEVEN W. STORMANT, 0000 
DEAN T. STOUFFER, 0000 
KEVIN M. STOUT, 0000 
JONATHAN J. STRASBURG, 0000 
FRANK W. STRYCHAZ, 0000 
WAYNE E. STUETZEL, 0000 
JAMES M. SULLENBERGER, 0000 
JOSEPH C. SWANSON, 0000 
THOMAS C. SWEATMAN, 0000 
JUSTIN R. SWICK, 0000 
MICHAEL N. SWIFT, 0000 
TROY S. SYBESMA, 0000 
GREGORY V. SZEPE, 0000 
DAVID C. SZWED, 0000 
STEPHEN M. SZYMANSKI, JR., 0000 
PETER TABASH, 0000 
DAVID H. TAFFE, 0000 
JASON E. TAUCHES, 0000 
ERIK C. TAUREN, 0000 
BARRON S. TAYLOR, 0000 
BRIAN J. TAYLOR, 0000 
BRIAN R. TAYLOR, 0000 
COREY M. TAYLOR, 0000 
JAMES L. TAYLOR, JR., 0000 
JOHN S. TAYLOR, 0000 
STEPHEN J. TAYLOR, 0000 
JOSEPH D. TEASLEY, 0000 
BRADLEY J. TEEMLEY, 0000 
PATRICK K. TEMPLE, 0000 
HAMARTRYA V. THARPE, 0000 
LAURENT C. THERIVEL, 0000 
AMY N. THOMAS, 0000 
CHARLES G. THOMAS, JR, 0000 
MICHAEL P. THUE, 0000 
PATRICK F. TIERNAN, 0000 
JOHN W. TINNING, 0000 
EMMANUEL V. TIPON, 0000 
PETER M. TITTERTON, 0000 
CURTIS J. TOMCZAK, 0000 
ROBERT A. TOMLINSON, 0000 
JOHN E. TOWN, 0000 
MATTHEW W. TRACY, 0000 
MICHAEL D. TRAPP, 0000 
HEATHER A. TROUT, 0000 
GAYLEN D. TRUSLOW, 0000 
JOSEPH B. TURKAL, 0000 
SHAWN S. TURNER, 0000 
HANORAH E. TYERWITEK, 0000 
JOSEPH S. UCHYTIL, 0000 
EDWARD L. USHER, 0000 
JAMES D. UTSLER, 0000 
DAVID A. VALDEZ, 0000 
JAMES D. VALENTINE, 0000 
JOSHUA M. VANCE, 0000 
CHAD D. VANDENBERG, 0000 
MARK R. VANDERBEEK, 0000 
JAY E. VANDERVOORT, 0000 
TOBIAS K. VANESSELSTYN, 0000 
CHAD I. VANSOMEREN, 0000 
JAMES A. VAUGHAN, 0000 
CHAD A. VAUGHN, 0000 
QUENTIN R. VAUGHN, 0000 
ANTONIO E. VELASQUEZ II, 0000 
WILLIAM M. VESSEY, 0000 
SEAN M. VIEIRA, 0000 
MATTHEW F. VIRNIG, 0000 
ROMAN P. VITKOVITSKY, 0000 
JARED C. VONEIDA, 0000 
PAT P. VONGSAVANH, 0000 
LEAF H. WADE, 0000 
PHILIP E. WAGGONER, 0000 
MATTHEW B. WAGNER, 0000 
THOMAS O. WAGNER II, 0000 
JASON A. WALKER, 0000 
MICHAEL T. WALLACE, 0000 
WAYNE J. WALTRIP, 0000 
THOMAS M. WARREN, 0000 
GREGORY WARRINGTON, 0000 
ALTON A. WARTHEN, 0000 
ANTONIO H. WATERS, 0000 
SCOTT M. WAWRZYNIAK, 0000 
WILLIAM S. WEIS, 0000 
ERIC E. WEISS, 0000 
VINCENT J. WELCH, 0000 
TRAVIS B. WELLS, 0000 
CHRISTINE F. WELZMUELLER, 0000 
MICHAEL P. WESTHEAD, 0000 
TASHA D. WESTINGHOUSE, 0000 
JASON L. WHALEN, 0000 
EDDIE R. WHEELER, 0000 
JODY E. WHITE, 0000 
VAN E. WHITE, 0000 
DANIEL M. WHITLEY, 0000 
DANIEL K. WICKENS, 0000 
VERNON C. WILKENS, JR., 0000 
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CHAD D. WILKINSON, 0000 
EDWARD J. WILLETT III, 0000 
DANIEL L. WILLIAMS, 0000 
JAMES R. WILLIAMSON, 0000 
BRETT M. WILSON, 0000 
BRYAN D. WILSON, 0000 
ROY W. WILSON, 0000 
TIMOTHY E. WILSON, 0000 
JOEL A. WIRTZ, 0000 
LYNN M. WISEHART, 0000 
JAMES T. WITHROW, 0000 
BRIAN E. WOBENSMITH, 0000 

KEVIN WOJCICKI, 0000 
DOUGLAS N. WOLFE, 0000 
JENNIFER M. WOLFE, 0000 
STACEY L. WOLFE, 0000 
DARREN C. WOLFF, 0000 
BRIAN P. WOOD, 0000 
RICHARD C. WOODS, JR., 0000 
WADE L. WORKMAN, 0000 
RICHARD S. WORTHINGTON, JR., 0000 
ALEXANDER B. WRIGHT, 0000 
COURTNEY D. WYCKOFF, 0000 
NEAL B. WYNN II, 0000 

JAMISON YI, 0000 
LUKE R. YLITALO, 0000 
NEBYOU YONAS, 0000 
JEFFERSON T. YOUNG III, 0000 
MATTHEW S. YOUNGBLOOD, 0000 
AMGAD H. YOUSSEF, 0000 
DANIEL R. ZAPPA, 0000 
JOHN J. ZAVALETA, 0000 
BRIAN M. ZIEGLER, 0000 
DANIEL M. ZONAVETCH, 0000 
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TRIBUTE TO MILT KANZAKI AND
THE 442ND REGIMENTAL COMBAT
TEAM

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is at this time
that I would like to pay tribute to Milt Kanzaki
for his dedicated service during World War II
with the U.S. Army. Milt’s bravery and courage
during the war deserve the recognition and
praise of this body.

Milt fought with the renowned 442nd Regi-
mental Combat Team during his participation
in the war. The 442nd was an exemplary regi-
ment composed of Nisei (Japanese-American
citizens) that were drafted into service after
their families had been wrongfully placed into
Japanese relocation camps. Even in the face
of this blatant transgression by the American
government, these soldiers discarded any ill
will toward America and fought with a go for
broke demeanor, becoming one of the most
decorated units in American military history.

Milt was drafted into service during 1944
and joined the 442nd the following year. Dur-
ing his time in the war, Milt fought in the
Northern Apennines-Po Valley campaign as
well as the melee at Mount Belvedere. In was
during these infamous battles that Milt earned
himself a combat infantry badge, one of
18,143 decorations that were awarded to the
442nd.

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege and honor to
salute Milt and the 442nd Regimental Combat
Team. His story and that of the 442nd is truly
heroic and deserves this body’s recognition.

Milt, thank you for your dedicated service to
America. We are all very proud of you!

f

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
COST ESTIMATE OF H.R. 4063

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, I sub-
mit for the benefit of the Members a copy of
the cost estimate prepared by the Congres-
sional Budget Office for H.R. 4063, a bill to
establish the Rosie the Riveter-World War II
Home Front National Historical Park in the
State of California, and for other purposes.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,

Washington, DC, July 12, 2000.
Hon. DON YOUNG,
Chairman, Committee on Resources,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for H.R. 4063, the Rosie the Riveter/
World War II Home Front National Histor-
ical Park Establishment Act of 2000.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contact is Deborah Reis.

Sincerely,
BARRY B. ANDERSON

(For Dan L. Crippen, Director).
Enclosure.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE

H.R. 4063—Rosie the Riveter/World War II Home
Front National Historical Park Establish-
ment Act of 2000

Summary: Assuming appropriation of the
necessary amounts, CBO estimates that im-
plementing H.R. 4063 would cost the federal
government between $6.5 million and $10.5
million over the next three years and about
$0.8 million annually thereafter. Because the
act would allow the Secretary of the Interior
to collect and spend donations, pay-as-you-
go procedures would apply, but CBO esti-
mates that any revenues and resulting direct
spending would be minimal and largely off-
setting.

H.R. 4063 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA).
State and local governments could incur
some costs as a result of the legislation’s en-
actment, but such costs would be voluntary.

Major provisions: H.R. 4063 would establish
the Rosie the Riveter-World War II Home
Front National Historical Park in Rich-
mond, California. The National Park Service
(NPS) would administer the park, which
would consist of historical sites related to
the themes of Rosie the Riveter such as
World War II-era shipyards, housing and
daycare centers, as well as a number of local
parks and memorials such as the Shimada
Peace Memorial Park. The act would author-
ize the NPS to acquire some of these sites
(including the daycare centers and a nearby
hospital), to protect these resources through
cooperative agreements with their current
owners to provide technical assistance, and
in some cases to help interpret and restore
historic structures. It also would authorize
the NPS to lease the Ford Assembly Building
to establish an education center, which
would serve as the primary visitor contact
facility for the new park.

H.R. 4063 would direct the NPS to develop
a general management plan for the park and
make recommendations concerning other
sites that should be linked or added to the
park. The act also would require the agency
to conduct a theme study of the World War
II home front to determine whether other
sites in the United States should be included
in the National Park System.

Section 5 of H.R. 4063 would authorize the
appropriation of whatever sums are nec-
essary to (1) acquire specified properties
within the park’s boundaries, (2) preserve
and interpret park resources (including funds
to conduct oral histories), and (3) provide
visitor services. In addition, the act would
authorize the appropriation of $1 million for
the purchase of historical artifacts. Finally,
the legislation would authorize the NPS to
accept and use donations of funds, property,
and services.

Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment: Based on information provided by the
NPS and assuming appropriation of the nec-
essary amounts, CBO estimates that the fed-
eral government would spend between $6.5
million and $10.5 million over the next three

years to implement H.R. 4063. Most of the
funds would be used to develop the education
center at the Ford Assembly Building—be-
tween $2.7 million and $6.7 million—depend-
ing on the size of the facility and on the
availability of nonfederal funding. Other
one-time costs of about $2.4 million would be
incurred to acquire, artifacts, restore build-
ings, develop required plans and studies, and
other activities under cooperative agree-
ments. Finally, we estimate that it would
cost $1.4 million to administer the new park
during the three-year development period.
Once all facilities have been developed, CBO
estimates that ongoing costs to operate and
maintain the new park would be about $0.8
million annually, beginning in fiscal year
2004.

Pay-as-you-go considerations: The Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures for leg-
islation affecting direct spending or receipts.
H.R. 4063 would authorize the NPS to accept
and use donations for the new historical
park. Such donations are recorded in the
budget as governmental receipts, and spend-
ing of the gifts would be considered new di-
rect spending. Based on information provided
by the agency, CBO estimates that both re-
ceipts and direct spending under this provi-
sion would be less than $500,000 annually.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs: Debo-
rah Reis and Ali Aslam. Impact on State,
Local, and Tribal Governments: Susan Van
Deventer. Impact on the Private Sector: Nat-
alie Tawil.

Estimate approved by: Peter H. Fontaine,
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis.

f

FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

SPEECH OF

HON. DANNY K. DAVIS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, July 13, 2000

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 4811) making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001, and for other
purposes.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Burton amendment.

Today, India is the world’s largest democ-
racy. India’s one billion people account for
one-sixth of the world’s population. For half a
century India has struggled to overcome colo-
nialism, religious and ethnic conflicts and all of
the problems of underdevelopment.

India has made tremendous progress in try-
ing to address its human rights problems.

India has instituted a process to receive
complaints, initiate investigations of all claims,
and passed laws to take action against those
officials and members of security forces that
have committed human rights offenses. The
Burton amendment would eliminate U.S. as-
sistance to help sustain these achievements.
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It is senseless to go through this again. As

we continue this debate from last year, I want
to say again that cutting development assist-
ance to India would have disastrous effects.

I know that some members feel that India
now has the opportunity to operate without the
help of the United States. To that I say oppor-
tunity only follows hard work. It follows effort.
And it never comes before.

Let’s take this opportunity now to put forth
the effort to truly help India, let’s vote down
the Burton amendment and help keep India on
the road to economic sufficiency.
f

IN HONOR OF THE SPONSORS OF
PROJECT CHILDREN 2000

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor the sponsors of Project Children
2000, a program enabling children from North-
ern Ireland to temporarily escape the bitter
conflict they have known all their lives, a con-
flict that has deprived them of their childhood,
in a land where hatred and divisiveness have
shaped the social climate. Project Children
was established to provide a small window of
simple childhood pleasures, a holiday of sorts
dedicated to peaceful, happy pursuits—these
children deserve nothing less, and so much
more.

The sponsors or host families of this out-
standing program have opened their hearts
and their homes to these often neglected vic-
tims of the conflict, and they have done so
with a profound sense of duty and a rare dis-
play of generosity and compassion. I am ex-
tremely proud that so many families from my
district have volunteered to participate in
Project Children. I would like to thank the fol-
lowing sponsors: John and Diane Antonacci;
Terrance and Linda Begley; Joseph and
Nancy Caprio; Steven and Annette Carbone;
John and Linda Carney; David and Patricia
Cedrone; Saulle and Marge Critell; Daniel and
Susan Davison; Phillip and Kathleen DeCicco;
Mark and Lynn deRowen; Donald and Irene
Diverio; Al and Ellen Dorso; Peter and Robin
DuHaime; Thomas and Cynthia Evision; Rick
and Arlene Faustini; Raymond and Donna
Flannery; Thomas and Michele Flynn;
Salvatore and Patricia Fontana; Jim and Ana
Gilligan; Michael and Pat Goodwin; Michael
and Stephanie Griffin; John and Veronika
Hecker; George and Margaret Hughes; Nich-
olas and Patricia Kaminskyj; Andrew and
Lynne Klosowski; Richard and Eileen Leahy;
Brian and Elizabeth Lynch; David and Debra
Stroehlein; Nicholad and Agnes Mangelli;
Lorenzo and Debra Marchese; Harold and
Janice Miller; Kevin and Lisa Miller; Bob and
Dyan Moore; Craig and Sharon Parker; Alan
and Jan Paul; Craig and Kerry Plokhoy; David
and Cathleen Quinn; Timothy and Amy
Quinzer; David and Sally Roche; William and
MaryJo Sabbert; Jan and Karen Samowski;
Scott and Maria Sim; Jeffrey and Eileen Sim-
mers; Stephen and Catherine Simpson; Mi-
chael and Laura Sims; Hoby and Joyce
Stager; Keith and Barbara Stiehler; Robert
and Denise Thompson Jr.; Joyce Vargas, Jo-
seph and Barbara Wewlls; Rodney and Linda
Bialko.

I also want to recognize the lovely children
from Ireland who are gracing New Jersey with
their presence this summer: Jeannette Bailey;
Nicole Bennett; Nichola Boyd; Emma Camp-
bell; John Clift; Marie-Theresa Collins; Ste-
phen Coyle; Jason Curran; Wlliam Curran;
Stephen Devine; Gemma Devlin; Anthony
DiLucia; James Donnelly; Joseph Donnelly;
Michelle Donnelly; Michael Duffy; Marie
Sinead Flanagan; Caoimbe Marie Fox; Nathan
Friel; Oria Gargan; Sean Paul Gorman; Kath-
leen Hall; Sinead Handley; Tomas Hull; Daniel
Hutchings; Sinead Jackson; Jade Laird; David
Lewsley; Gary Logan; Daniel Lynch; Laura
Lyons; Martin Magennis; Jemina Maguire; Ur-
sula McAteer; Nicola McCabe; Louise
McConville; Samantha McConville; Jason
McKernan; Claire McKinley; Luke McKibben;
Sinead LcLarnon; Sonia McManus; Padraig
McPartland; Elaine Murray; Caoimhin
McVeigh; Louise Kayleigh McVeigh; Charlene
McWilliams; Grainne Pelan; John Robinson;
Adele Ross; Una Simpson; Clare Tallon; Lor-
raine Villa; and Gemma Weir.

In addition, Project Children would not be
successful without the hard work of dedicated
committee members and other staff. I thank
them as well.

I ask that my colleagues join me today in
honoring Project Children and everyone who
has contributed to making it a great success.
f

IN HONOR OF MINOR GEORGE

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor the memory of a great servant of the
people of Cleveland and leader of the Arab-
American community, former Parma council-
man Minor George. His recent death, at the
age of 78, is a sorrowful event for the entire
Cleveland, Ohio community.

Mr. George served as a Navy Lieutenant in
World War II and was awarded the Bronze
Star. After the war he was elected as the only
Republican on the City Council of Parma and
served three terms. In that office, his support
was crucial to the success of a number of im-
portant Parma-area developments, including
Parma Community General Hospital and
Parma Town Hall. He was later to serve as
Vice-Chairman of the Cuyahoga County Re-
publican party.

Mr. George founded the Cleveland Amer-
ican Middle East organization with his friend
Richard Ganim. Today this organization is the
Arab-American community’s leading political
organization, uniting the voice of this important
part of the wider Cleveland community. It is a
suitable tribute to the vision of its founder, who
became the National Arab-American Presi-
dent.

Mr. George also worked tirelessly with en-
tertainer Danny Thomas to raise money to
open St. Jude’s Children’s Research Hospital.
Without his efforts, this wonderful institution,
which helps hundreds of sick children each
year, would never have opened. We all owe
him an enormous debt of gratitude.

Through this exemplary record of public
service, Mr. George rose to national promi-
nence and his opinions were sought in meet-
ings with Presidents Nixon, Ford and Bush as

well as Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat. He
always conducted himself with great dignity
and was well respected by all sections of the
Cleveland community. He will be sorely
missed.

I ask the House of Representatives to join
me today in honoring the memory of this great
community leader and role model.
f

MISSILE DEFENSE SYSTEM

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
commends to his colleagues the July 12,
2000, Omaha World Herald editorial entitled
‘‘Another Reason to Hold Off.’’ As the editorial
correctly notes, this President should not
make a decision on deployment of a missile
defense system and should leave the decision
to the next President. This Member has long
supported the concept of a limited missile de-
fense, however, a decision on deployment is
premature. Ultimately a limited missile defense
system is likely to prove feasible, especially in
a sea-based deployment mode. A sea-based
capacity can be readily deployed to an area of
increased tension and directed more effec-
tively at the missiles of a threat country, thus
making it more feasible to destroy these mis-
siles in the launch phase. This Member urges
his colleagues to heed the admonition in this
insightful editorial.

ANOTHER REASON TO HOLD OFF

If the proposed U.S. missile defense system
were a demo model on a car dealer’s lot, the
average American wouldn’t buy it—at least
in its present condition. You step on the ac-
celerator and it doesn’t go. Or you try to
make a sharp turn and the steering wheel
comes off in your hands.

That isn’t to say it can’t be made right. We
hope it can. But it certainly calls into ques-
tion whether President Clinton ought to put
in motion the process that would ultimately
lead to its deployment. Our view is that the
final decision can wait.

A choice not to decide is, after all, a deci-
sion in itself. And at present, given the killer
missile’s sputtery test record—last Satur-
day, the booster rocket somehow failed to
turn loose of the interceptor—it’s the right
one to make.

It’s a decision made easier by the fact that
North Korea, frequently mentioned as a
‘‘rogue’’ state that might try to fling a nu-
clear missile or two at the United States:

(1) Is generally judged not to be able to de-
ploy one for at least five years (probably
quite a bit longer, in reality); and (2) is cur-
rently making enough friendly noises about
cooperation and even reconciliation with the
West and with its sister state to the south
that America may well come to view it with
far less concern.

That still leaves other countries—Libya,
Iran, Iraq, maybe even Pakistan—that might
someday pose such a threat. But seasoned
observers put their chances for fielding such
missiles in a much longer time frame than
was ever projected for North Korea.

This system, if built, is estimated to cost
$60 billion. That may well be low; when did
we last hear of a weapons system coming in
either on or under budget? Of its three cur-
rently scheduled tests, it has now failed two.

Mr. President, this important and costly
device plainly needs more work. Either Gov-
ernor Bush or Vice President Gore, as the
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next president, is more than capable of mak-
ing the decision. Let George or Al do it.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. KENNY C. HULSHOF
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, due to travel
delays, I was not present for rollcall votes 373
through 378. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 373, ‘‘no’’ on roll-
call vote 374, ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 375, ‘‘no’’
on rollcall vote 376, ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 377
and ‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 378.
f

HONORING GIOACCHINO BALSAMO
FOR A LIFETIME OF ACHIEVE-
MENT ON HIS 90TH BIRTHDAY

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
pride that I rise today to honor an extraor-
dinary individual whose contributions to the
Italian-American community in my hometown
of New Haven, Connecticut have been truly in-
valuable. A friend to all who know him, I am
honored to pay tribute to my Uncle Gino as he
celebrates his 90th birthday.

The son of an Italian Supreme Court Judge,
Gino grew up in Rome and came to the
United States with his family shortly after the
conclusion of World War II. Ambitious and
hard working, Gino took on a variety of jobs
throughout Greater New Haven, doing what-
ever necessary to support his wife, Nerina,
and two children. Always committed to his
Italian heritage, one of Gino’s firsts jobs was
delivering the news on the local Italian radio
station. During his first years in New Haven,
he found a friend and mentor in my father,
Ted DeLauro to help guide him as he began
a new life in America. Gino and his family
formed a special bond with my family. My
mother, Luisa, was especially close with her
Aunt Nettie, whom she lived with until Nettie
was fifteen years old. Gino’s family would
come to dinner every Thursday night and I
can remember listening in wonder to his sto-
ries of Rome and Amalfi, New Haven’s sister
city. His gentle nature endeared him to all
those fortunate to know him and I consider
myself blessed to be in his family.

After becoming a prominent figure in the
Italian-American community of the Greater
New Haven area, he began to use his many
talents to assist Italian immigrants with immi-
gration formalities, translations, and travel ar-
rangements to the ‘‘Old Country’’. As a native
of Italy and immigrant himself, Gino under-
stood the fear and confusion of coming to a
new country. He used his knowledge of his
homeland and what he had learned here to
support and comfort families that sought his
assistance. Finding more and more of his time
focused on these issues, he established the
Balsamo Agency at the age of fifty-two and
ran the company until his retirement at the
tender age of eight-four. His compassion,
warmth and unparalleled dedication to the

Italian-American community helped thousands
of Italians adapt to their new lives in America.
Without his diligent efforts on their behalf,
many would have found the daunting task of
starting a new life a much more difficult expe-
rience. He made a real difference in the lives
of many—a rare accomplishment.

It is a pleasure for me to stand today to rec-
ognize Gino’s lifetime of achievement. He has
left an indelible mark on the New Haven com-
munity and words cannot begin to express the
thanks and appreciation he deserves for all his
kindness and good works. I am honored to
join his wife of sixty-six years, Nettie, his chil-
dren Dino and Fausta, family and friends in
extending my best wishes to Gino as he cele-
brates his 90th birthday. Happy Birthday Uncle
Gino!
f

IN TRIBUTE TO CHIEF JOSEPH
WHITE

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
sadness that I rise to express my condolences
to the family of Chief Joseph White, whose
tragic and untimely passing, in the line of duty,
we mourn. His wife, Joyce, his three children,
his two foster children, his grandson and two
foster grandchildren should know, that while
their grief is heavy, comfort may be found in
those close to them, friends and family, who
will gather to acclaim his life. This husband
and father was indeed a hero, cut down by a
gun, while doing his job.

For nearly 30 years, Chief White gave of
himself as a law enforcement officer, after re-
tiring from the United States Navy. He served
in a range of roles before becoming Chief at
Rich Square a year and a half ago. He has
been described as soft-spoken, yet effective.
He was often seen with his 13-year-old grand-
son, a tough yet tender law man.

Chief White has now been called to rest and
to reside in a place of total peace. God’s fin-
ger has gently touched him and he now
sleeps. I am confident that he has left a last-
ing impression on those who came to know
him, and the principles that guided him will
now serve as guideposts for those he leaves
behind. I am also certain that throughout his
life, he remained a caring friend, a devoted
and loving family member, and a committed
and dedicated father and husband.

He shall surely be missed. I feel certain,
however, that he would want all of us to re-
joice in his life and the time he spent on this
earth.

The passing of a loved one is always very
hard to understand, but God has the situation
in-hand. Ecclesiastes, Chapter 3, Verses 1
through 8 is instructive. It reads in part, ‘‘To
every thing there is a season, and a time to
every purpose under the heaven . . . A time
to be born, and a time to die.’’ And while his
friends and family will greatly miss the Chief,
I want to remind them that strength can be
found in their continued support of one an-
other. That is what he worked for all of his life.
That is what he would want.

And, a special word for his wife and chil-
dren. It is my hope that your family will be
comforted by the fact that God in His infinite

wisdom does not make mistakes. Your hus-
band, father and grandfather will live on for-
ever in your hearts and minds through your
cherished memories of his life and the time
you had with him. Please continue to support
one another, and I will pray for God’s rich
blessings on each of you. May God comfort
and help your family and friends and help all
of you to hold on to treasured yesterdays; and
reach out with courage and hope to tomorrow,
knowing that your beloved is with God. Death
is not the end of life. It is the beginning of an
eternal sleep. Chief Joseph White lived his life
in sacrifice so that all of us could live our lives
in pride. He has labored long. He now rests.
f

THE U.S. MUST SUPPORT PROP-
ERTY RIGHTS FOR POLISH HOLO-
CAUST VICTIMS

HON. MAJOR R. OWENS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, nearly two hun-
dred of my constituents are the victims of a
gross injustice which is continually being com-
pounded by the evasive actions of the present
government of Poland. Instead of acting expe-
ditiously to end the cycle of evil set off by the
Nazi extermination of Polish Jews, the present
Democratic government of Poland has adopt-
ed a set of obviously immoral legal maneuvers
which deny just compensation to these Polish
holocaust victims and their heirs. Following the
Nazi defeat, the Communist government con-
tinued the criminal denial of property rights.
Now a government which has embraced the
principles which recognize private property
rights is behaving in a manner bordering on
racketeering.

In response to a lawsuit filed in Federal
Court in Brooklyn on June 18, 1999, the Pol-
ish government, on December 22, 1999 filed a
motion to dismiss the pending case; however,
four weeks later this same government began
drafting a reprivatization law to submit to its
parliament. The key provisions of the draft
represent a blatant attempt to swindle the long
neglected victims: Only fifty percent of the cur-
rent value will be offered to the original own-
ers; payment in bonds which have no face
value is proposed; inheritance taxes will be
demanded; a one year limit on making claims
under the statute will be imposed; for each
person making the claim there will be a five
year residency requirement.

Instead of these evasive actions which pro-
long the cruel and inhuman treatment already
suffered by the Polish Jews; justice requires
that the Polish government institute the fol-
lowing remedies for the survivors: Immediately
commence the deeding of all government
owned properties back to their rightful owners;
creation of a fund for those with ownership
rights in properties that have been sold to
bona fide third parties; no eviction of any Pol-
ish citizens is demanded and an accounting of
profits received by Poland during the last 55
years would be ‘‘negotiated away.’’

The obvious violations of human rights is
the least issue involved in this class action
suit. Government grand larceny is a more ap-
propriate term to describe this stalemate. The
current neutral position of the U.S. State De-
partment on this matter is inconsistent with
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U.S. Human Rights Policy and totally unac-
ceptable. In addition to encouraging con-
demnation by national and world public opin-
ion it is vitally necessary that our government
examine its relationship with the Polish gov-
ernment to determine ways to accelerate a
just settlement of this sordid victimization. It
must be noted that in both Switzerland and
Germany, recent steps have been taken to es-
tablish large funds for labor and bank deposit
claims. Private property claims are not only
more easily validated; tradition also considers
property rights as almost sacred. World opin-
ion and all Democratic governments must act
vigorously to uphold the rights of Polish Jews.

f

RECOGNITION OF MARY TURNER’S
40 YEARS’ SERVICE TO THE
AMERICAN RED CROSS

HON. TERRY EVERETT
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize a very special humanitarian and vol-
unteer in my congressional district, Mary Turn-
er of Dothan, Alabama.

Mary Turner recently celebrated a remark-
able four decades of service to Southeast Ala-
bama as an employee of the Wiregrass Chap-
ter of the American Red Cross.

Mary started to work as a secretary with the
Red Cross on May 30, 1960. In January 1979,
Mary became Chapter Manager, serving
Houston, Henry, Dale and Geneva counties.

Since its inception some 83 years ago, the
Wiregrass Chapter of the American Red
Cross, has faithfully provided the community
with disaster services, health and safety pro-
grams, services to the Armed Forces, support
of the blood services program, Project Share,
and many other outreach efforts. And for near-
ly half of its history, Mary has played an im-
portant role in supporting many of these local
Red Cross programs.

Additionally, Mary has been active in and a
member of many local, regional and state so-
cial and human service organizations, includ-
ing the Governor’s Conference on Vol-
unteerism.

A kidney transplant and coronary by-pass
surgery have not diminished Mary’s dedication
to serve others. She is presently active as a
member of the Zonta Club of Dothan, the As-
sociation of Service Agencies, the Transplant
Support Group, and Highland Park Methodist
Church.

I wish to extend my best wishes to Mary
and my personal thanks for her efforts to bet-
ter the lives of so many. America is greater
because of its volunteers and the work of peo-
ple like Mary Turner who help to rebuild and
strengthen our communities and restore and
enrich our lives.

IN SUPPORT OF REAUTHORIZING
PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY
THE SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES AD-
MINISTRATION

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
join my colleagues, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. CAPPS,
Mr. BROWN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Ms. DEGETTE,
and others as original cosponsors of legisla-
tion to reauthorize programs administered by
the Substance Abuse and Mental Health Serv-
ices Administration (SAMHSA). Established by
Congress in 1992, SAMHSA has built on Fed-
eral-State partnerships with communities and
private organizations to provide a safety net of
services for individuals and families with sub-
stance abuse problems and mental illness. In
1995, the last year for which statistics are
available, drugs and alcohol cost the American
public $276 billion in unnecessary healthcare
costs, extra law enforcement, auto accidents,
crime, and lost productivity. The bill introduced
today recognizes the challenges of SAMHSA’s
comprehensive mission and builds upon its
successful programs with over a dozen new
provisions, a number of which include preven-
tion initiatives that target risk factors contrib-
uting to substance abuse and mental illness.

An important aspect of this bill is its exten-
sion of the Secretary’s flexibility and authority
to create programs of regional and national
significance in the areas of substance abuse
prevention and treatment, and mental health
services. This bill affords the Secretary new
opportunities to respond to changing societal
trends and tomorrow’s needs through knowl-
edge development grants, enhancing expertise
of service providers, and implementation of re-
gionally sensitive, community-specific pro-
grams on an as needed basis.

This bill also places a special emphasis on
programs for our Nation’s young people,
aimed specifically at fostering a generation of
drug and alcohol-free youth. This past Decem-
ber, when HHS released its annual report of il-
licit drug use among teenagers, ‘‘Monitoring
the Future,’’ we learned that overall marijuana
and other illicit drug use among 8th, 10th and
12th graders had leveled off; but, decreases in
crack cocaine use among 8th and 10th grad-
ers were offset by increases in the use of ec-
stasy among 10th and 12th graders, and ster-
oid use among 8th and 10th graders. This is
not good enough for America’s next genera-
tion. Therefore, this bill provides funding to:
strengthen families; prevent underage drink-
ing; deter methamphetamine and inhalant
abuse, particularly by adolescents; create de-
velopmentally appropriate early intervention
and substance abuse treatment programs;
help young people cope with exposure to vio-
lence; and permit re-entry into society from the
juvenile justice system with appropriate wrap-
around services (aftercare and mental health
counseling) in place. These are model pro-
grams of which we can all be proud. The bill
also improves coordination of services to chil-
dren of substance abusers and provides new
help for children and adults with fetal alcohol
syndrome.

According to SAMHSA’s 1998 Substance
Abuse and Mental Health Statistics Source

Book, of the 52 million Americans between the
ages of 15 and 54 who experience a sub-
stance abuse or mental health problem, 8 mil-
lion, or more than one in seven, have both a
mental health and an addiction problem. This
represents nearly 5 percent of all Americans in
this age group. The bill introduced today ac-
knowledges the common co-occurrence of
these conditions by establishing best practices
for treatment strategies, and by significantly
expending and improving access to those
services for both individuals and families.

SAMHSA has been the payer-of-last-resort
for millions of Americans with mental health
and substance abuse problems. Disorders of
the brain are perhaps the most complex chal-
lenges we face. While stigmatizing, they are
treatable and often preventable. This bill iden-
tifies and addresses the broad range of issues
contributing to the complex concerns of sub-
stance abuse and mental illness. It creates
new Centers of Excellence which will lead by
example and represents a major step forward
for America by providing compassionate and
responsible solutions.
f

IN MEMORY OF MAYOR HUGH
MARTIN CURRIN

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on Saturday,

July 15, 2000, Mayor Hugh Martin Currin, of
Oxford, North Carolina, left this life. He was
laid to rest today, after serving a total of 25
years as Mayor of Oxford, over a period which
spanned 50 years. He spent almost a third of
his life as Mayor. At age 78, he died at his
home and has now been called to rest and to
reside in a place of total peace.

Mayor Currin was first elected to that posi-
tion in 1949, after having graduated from Ox-
ford High School, Wake Forest College and
Wake Forest Law School. This son of a to-
bacco farmer served as a Naval Officer during
World War II. Over the years, in addition to
Mayor, he served in various public positions.
He was known for his ability to work with all
people. The late Floyd McKissick, Sr., himself
an attorney in Oxford, once said of Mayor
Currin, that he was a ‘‘man of vision.’’ He said
the Mayor, ‘‘had the nature and capacity to
treat a man fairly. He converted Christianity to
the political arena.’’ Indeed, despite his many
activities and responsibilities, he still found
time to teach Sunday School class for more
than 40 years.

His years of service were perhaps captured
best, in his own words. He said, ‘‘The City of
Oxford has improved, not because of me or
the commissioners, but because the people in
this Town cared, and still do.’’ Then, he
added, ‘‘That’s why Oxford has come so far—
the people.’’

Mayor Currin was a devoted husband and
loving father, whose son, also a lawyer, prac-
ticed with him in Oxford for many years. I
know his wife, Doris; his son, Hugh Martin, Jr.;
his daughter, Patricia Currin Mangum; and his
two granddaughters will miss him dearly. All
who knew him were touched by his humility,
strength of character and faith in God. He was
loved and well respected.

God’s finger has gently touched Mayor
Currin, and he now sleeps. I am confident that
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he has left a lasting impression on those who
came to know him, and the principles that
guided him will now serve as guideposts for
those he leaves behind. He shall surely be
missed. I feel certain, however, that he would
want all of us to rejoice in his life and the time
he spent on this earth.
f

ALEXIS DEVIN BLACK RECOG-
NIZED FOR SPECIAL PRAYER

HON. J.C. WATTS, JR.
OF OKLAHOMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker,
today I recognize the outstanding accomplish-
ments of one of my younger constituents,
Alexis Devin Black. Miss Black was recently
selected as the Grand Prize Winner of the
‘‘My Prayer for America’’ contest conducted by
KQCV, a Christian radio station in Oklahoma
City. I would like to draw my colleagues’ atten-
tion to this 13-year-old’s eloquent prose, My
Prayer for America, which outlines the charac-
teristics that many hope our future America
will acquire. Miss Black’s special prayer fol-
lows:

MY PRAYER FOR AMERICA

(BY ALEXIS DEVIN BLACK)
Dear God,

My prayer for America comes from younger
lips, but it speaks the truth of experience. I
pray countless things for America, but above
all I pray America come back to its fore-
father’s beliefs. America’s history speaks
many things, but one that was spoken so
clearly from the beginning was You. I pray
that America will look at America and stop
trying to save a world from problems that
arise from some of its own influences.

My prayer for America comes from sighted
eyes, but it has looked through blind ones. I
pray America will realize that all people are
truly created equal and though some may be
different, that does not make them a lesser
person. I pray that one day a disability can
be ignored and a person recognized.

My prayer for America comes from a stable
home, but it can easily recognize a broken
one. America has created a chicken exit for
those who cannot handle marriage. They call
it divorce. I pray that even if couples only
‘‘stay together for the kids’’ that they will
stay together, not just for their children, but
for You.

My prayer for America is one of hope, but it
knows degeneration. America has degen-
erated in every possible and driven God
away, therefore falling into its present state.
I pray we will, as Americans, take responsi-
bility for our actions and stop blaming our
country. For a country can be no stronger,
or righteous than its citizens. Amen

f

TWA FLIGHT 800

HON. MICHAEL P. FORBES
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog-
nize the families of those passengers killed in
TWA Flight 800. It has been four years since
the Boeing 747 exploded over the ocean, 10
miles from Smith Point Park in Long Island,

killing all 229 passengers and crew. Yester-
day, the families of those aboard came to-
gether on the anniversary of the July 17,
1996, crash to remember their loved ones and
to break ground on the memorial that will
honor the memory of all those who were lost
on that fateful night four years ago.

The memorial will have the names of all 229
people killed on Flight 800 chiseled into a
curving slab of black granite, the centerpiece
of a 2-acre garden that is scheduled for com-
pletion on the fifth anniversary of the crash
one year from now. The memorial will provide
a place for the families of the victims to go
and pay tribute to their loved ones.

These families will always remember the
day the jet burst into flames at about 8:45
p.m. and then plummeted into the dark waters.
What ensued was a massive search over five
square miles of debris in the open ocean.
Hours later, the Coast Guard and rescue
workers began the sad, sad task of turning
their rescue mission into a recovery mission.

While the cause of the crash remains uncer-
tain, the end result is still the same. Families
that were once happy and complete still expe-
rience a deep sense of loss that endures. Life
will continue for the parents, husbands, wives
and children of those lost and though the
years will pass, these families will never again
be whole.

On this anniversary of TWA Flight 800, I en-
courage everyone to pause and remember the
victims and their families. Remember those
who waited so many hours only to learn that
there was no hope for survivors. These are
the people that struggle to make it through
every day without those who were lost. For
most of us, the events of that day have begun
to fade into vague memory. For the families
devastated by this tragedy, the memories will
be forever vivid and full of pain. Let us take
this day to rededicate ourselves to the mem-
ory of those lost on this day in 1996.
f

A TRIBUTE TO THE PHILLIP
WHITE FAMILY REUNION

HON. ROBERT A. BRADY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to honor a proud example of American
family values, the Phillip White Family Re-
union.

Phillip White, Sr., was born a South Caro-
lina slave in 1810. By 1870, he and his wife
Elizabeth had established roots in Newnan,
Corveta County, Georgia. They gave birth to
four children during slavery, and one other
child four years after the end of the civil war.
Amazingly, they kept their family group to-
gether while enduring that most evil of institu-
tions. Their model of love of family endures to
this day.

Since that time, the Phillip White Family has
established itself in many states in this great
nation, including Maryland, Michigan, Georgia,
Ohio, California, Connecticut, New York, and
especially in my own District in Philadelphia.

Mr. Speaker, the Phillip White Family began
holding its reunions on the fourth Sunday in
July in the early 1900’s in Monroe, Georgia. In
1969, these family meetings evolved into to-
day’s Phillip White Family Reunion.

Each year, the reunion is held in a different
city. Fittingly, the first White Family Reunion of
the new millennium will be held in America’s
First City, my own Philadelphia. I am proud to
welcome this great family to our fine city and
I invite all my colleagues to join me in hon-
oring them today.
f

MARGARET M. GENERALI K–5
SCHOOL

HON. JAMES H. MALONEY
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker
and my distinguished colleagues, I ask that
you join me today in recognizing the achieve-
ments of a group of youngsters from the Mar-
garet M. Generali K–5 School in Waterbury,
Connecticut. The students, along with their
student council advisor, Mrs. Laura Dunlap,
succeeded in raising over $1,500 for the Na-
tional World War II Memorial.

Mrs. Dunlap and the schools’ student coun-
cil members worked for two months at their
fundraising campaign, including $1,000 raised
standing outside a local grocery store. More-
over, the students did not merely rely on
adults to donate money; $563 was given to
the fundraising effort by their fellow class-
mates from Generali School.

At a time when young people are often
tempted in harmful directions, it is especially
important to acknowledge and reward positive
efforts made by our newest generation. The
students of Margaret M. Generali K–5 School
are the very youngest in our public school sys-
tem. Yet, through their fundraising, they have
demonstrated an understanding and patriotism
that is a credit to any age group.

These youngsters clearly recognize the con-
tributions of the millions of men and women
who fought and died in a war fifty years before
they were born. They decided to make it their
goal to help build a memorial honoring those
courageous heroes of World War II.

On behalf of the House of Representatives
and World War II Veterans and their families
throughout our great nation, I want to thank
the students of the Margaret M. Generali K–5
School for their hard work, their commitment,
and their patriotism. It is gratifying to know
that these industrious, bright, young Ameri-
cans will be the ones leading America in the
future.
f

AIMEE’S LAW

SPEECH OF

HON. MATT SALMON
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, July 11, 2000

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, the amended
version of H.R. 894, which we are considering
today does not include the section in the origi-
nal bill that provided compensation to the vic-
tims of the crimes covered under this bill. This
section, which would have transferred
$100,000 to each victim of these crimes, was
removed from the legislation over a year ago.
In fact, the version of Aimee’s Law that the
House passed by a vote of 412 to 15 on June
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16, 1999, as an amendment to the Juvenile
Crime Bill (H.R. 1501), also did not contain the
$100,000 transfer section. Although I believe
strongly that victims of recidivist crime deserve
compensation, out of deference to Members
who raised concerns that this could complicate
the administration of the act, the section was
removed. Additionally, the comments provided
by the Department of Justice [DOJ] on the
transfer section apply to Aimee’s Law as intro-
duced, not the current version, and should
also be discarded.

The amended version of H.R. 894 simply
provides additional funding to states that con-
vict a murderer, rapist, or child molester, if that
criminal had previously been convicted of one
of those same crimes in a different state. The
cost of prosecuting and incarcerating the
criminal would be deducted from the Federal
crime assistance funds intended to go to the
first state, and instead be given to the second
state that obtained the conviction. This is fair.
Most would agree that a state that releases a
violent predator who commits another murder,
rape or sex offense in another state should be
held responsible for their actions.

As to the administration of Aimee’s Law, if
you can operate a calculator, you can perform
the calculations required to implement the bill.
DOJ conducts far more complicated calcula-
tions than those required under H.R. 894.
Smartly, the bill provides DOJ with maximum
flexibility in administering the act. DOJ may
use different sources of Federal assistance to
implement the transfer provision of the act.
The burden on the states is minimal. The act
requires DOJ to consult with the chief execu-
tive of the state affected to establish a pay-
ment schedule. In any event, states should
seize the initiative and respond to this law by
keeping dangerous rapists, murderers, and
child molesters behind bars until they are no
longer a threat to society.

Mr. Speaker, I submit the following endorse-
ments and editorials for the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

GRAND LODGE, FRATERNAL ORDER
OF POLICE ,

Washington, DC, July 10, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, U.S. House of Represent-

atives, Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I am writing this let-

ter to advise you of the strong support of the
more than 290,000 members of the Fraternal
Order of Police for H.R. 894, ‘‘Aimee’s Law:
No Second Chances for Murderers, Rapists or
Child Molesters Act,’’ which we understand
will be brought to the House floor tomorrow
under suspension of the rules.

The F.O.P. has been working closely with
the bill’s sponsor, Congressman Matt Salmon
(R–AZ), for several years now. The legisla-
tion passed the House as an amendment to
H.R. 1501, the ‘‘Consequences for Juvenile Of-
fenders Act of 1999,’’ by a 412–15 vote and
passed the Senate as an amendment to S.
254, the ‘‘Violent and Repeat Juvenile Of-
fender Accountability and Rehabilitation
Act’’ by an 81–17 vote. Clearly, this is a bill
for which there is broad bipartisan agree-
ment.

This bill as amended will provide addi-
tional funding to States that convict a mur-
derer, rapist or child molester, if that crimi-
nal had previously been convicted of one of
those crimes in a different State. The cost of
prosecuting and incarcerating the criminal
would be deducted from Federal crime funds
received by the first State and instead be
sent to the State that obtained the second
conviction. If criminals are convicted in a

‘‘truth-in-sentencing’’ State and the crimi-
nal served at least eighty-five (85%) percent
of his or her sentence, then there would be
no transfer of funds.

Criminals who get locked up and stay
locked up no longer pose any danger or
threat to public safety. Recidivist rates for
murderers, rapists and child molesters are
high—but the cost to the victims and the
communities they terrorize is higher still.
Congressman Salmon’s bill takes the right
step by encouraging States to employ the
death penalty where available and appro-
priate, or at least keep our most heinous
criminals behind bars for the rest of their
lives.

One of the most frustrating aspects of law
enforcement is seeing the guilty go free and,
once free, commit another heinous crime.
Lives can be saved and tragedies averted if
we have the will to keep these predators
locked up. Congressman Salmon’s bill ad-
dresses this issue smartly, without Federal-
izing crimes and without infringing on the
State and local responsibilities of local law
enforcement by providing accountability and
responsibility to States who release their
murderers, rapists, and child molesters to
prey again on the innocent.

On behalf of the membership of the Fra-
ternal Order of Police, I urge the House to
again adopt this bill and send it to the Sen-
ate. If I can be of any further assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact me, or Ex-
ecutive Director Jim Pasco, at my Wash-
ington office, (202) 547–8189.

Sincerely,
GILBERT G. GALLEGOS,

National President.

FROM THE DESK OF FRED GOLDMAN

I am pleased to lend my continued support
of Matt Salmon’s bill ‘‘HR 894’’—Aimees
Law. I strongly urge quick passage of ‘‘No
second chances for murders, rapists, and
child molesters.’’

Violent crime has become part of our way
of life in this nation. Every second of every
day, a violent criminal strikes somewhere in
our country. A violent crime is committed
every 19 seconds. A girl or woman is raped—
every 70 seconds. A child is molested—also
every 70 seconds. And a child or adult is mur-
dered—every 28 minutes. We are a nation be-
sieged with violence.

Since the introduction of this bill in July
of 1998, as an amendment to the Juvenile
Crime Bill, approximately 825,000 women or
girls have been raped—and an equal number,
825,000 children have been sexually mo-
lested—and more than 36,000 people have
been murdered.

Less than 3% of our total population com-
mit 100% of this violence. These people re-
commit their horrible crimes over, and over
again—because we let them. The average
time served in prison for rape—5 years, the
average time served for molesting a child—
less than 4 years, and the average time
served for committing murder—71⁄2 years.
And then, these monsters are released, and
out recommitting these same crimes again.
Because we let them! We are a nation that
continues to put violent felons back on the
street, knowing full well, that they will rape,
molest and murder again.

There are no accurate records maintained
as to where violent felons go after their re-
lease from prison. Good common sense, how-
ever, tells us that many of these monsters
will travel to different states and recommit
their heinous acts—again.

Rapists don’t stop raping, child molesters
don’t stop molesting, and murders don’t stop
murdering—just because they move to a new
state. To take the chance that they might, is
too big a risk. One more victim, is one to
many.

Encouraging States, through the passage
of this bill, to get tough on violent criminals
and keep them behind bars for at least 85%
of their sentence is the only smart thing to
do. A released violent felon is a new violent
crime just waiting to happen. The longer
these people are kept in prison, the safer the
rest of us will be.

Every step must be taken, no matter how
small, to insure the safety of the citizens of
this country. If the passage of this bill pre-
vents only one woman from being raped,
only one child from being molested—or, only
one murder from being committed then each
and every legislator can feel proud.

Don’t wait until your loved one is a victim
of violent crime. I can assure you, that is a
nightmare you don’t want to experience.
Any delay in the passage of ‘‘HR 894’’ is un-
acceptable. Remember—lives are at stake.

BRUCE AND JANICE GRIESHABER,
Camillus, NY, July 8, 2000.

To: Congressman Matt Salmon.
From: Bruce and Janice Grieshaber.
Re: HR 894—Aimee’s Law.

Our daughter, Jenna, was murdered on No-
vember 6, 1997, by a paroled violent felon.
Her death deeply impacted two large com-
munities in New York—Albany, where she
was killed, and Syracuse, her hometown.
Both communities rallied to force passage of
legislation in New York that effectively
eliminates parole for all violent felons and
creates up to five years of post-release super-
vision. This legislation was dubbed ‘‘Jenna’s
Law’’ by Governor George Pataki. This law
will, according to the Rand Corporation,
eliminate over 200,000 violent felonies in the
next 15 years.

Our family has been through the police
knocking at our door at 2:00 am to tell us our
daughter has been murdered. We have sat in
a police station, not 20 feet from her killer,
being told that he was out on ‘‘mandatory
release’’ parole. We have felt the utter confu-
sion as to why the system had to free this
animal even though he had 19 counts of ille-
gal behavior in prison. We still anguish with
the utter senselessness of a system that
would put this violent creature back on the
streets to injure, maim and kill. We now
work with other victims, some of whom have
lost a loved one who has been paroled in one
state to move to and kill in another.

There is nothing in this world that can
adequately describe the loss of a child. That
they were senselessly murdered deepens the
feeling. That they were senselessly murdered
by someone who should have still been in
prison creates a mind-numbing confusion
that is completely inexplicable.

We totally support a law that would force
states to reduce options for, or eliminate pa-
role for violent felons. We think the 30,000
good people from every congressional dis-
trict of New York State who signed petitions
supporting Jenna’s Law would do so for
Aimee’s Law. We implore the House of Rep-
resentatives and Senate to listen to the peo-
ple who have become victims and truly want
an end to the horror that could befall any
household in America. Please, please, pass
HR 894.

KLAAS KIDS FOUNDATION,
Sausalito, CA, July 7, 2000.

Representative MATT SALMON,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.
Re: Aimee’s Law

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SALMON: My prom-
ise to Polly was always to protect her from
harm. Unfortunately, like so many other
parents, reality overwhelmed desire and I
was unable to fulfill that simple yet impos-
sible promise. On behalf of Polly and Aimee
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Willard and the thousands of other children
and families whose lives have been shattered
by avoidable violence I wish to thank you for
authoring Aimee’s Law.

The KlaasKids Foundation enthusiasti-
cally supports the amended version of HR
894, otherwise known as Aimee’s Law. By
linking recidivist violent offenses committed
in different states your amendment encour-
ages standardized policy in the most power-
ful way possible, by reducing federal crime
funds for states that fail to comply.

Thank you Mr. Salmon, for your hard work
on behalf of all Americans. The KlaasKids
Foundation supports your effort and encour-
ages all members of the United States House
of Representatives to vote for Aimee’s Law.

Sincerely,
MARC KLAAS.

April 2, 2000.
Hon. GRAY DAVIS, Governor of California,
Sacramento, CA.

DEAR GOVERNOR DAVIS: We are writing to
ask for your support of legislation in Con-
gress to close the revolving door of justice
that allows convicted murders, rapists and
child molesters to prey upon the innocent
over and over again. As Governor of Cali-
fornia, you have demonstrated in both word
and deed your commitment to tough crimi-
nal justice policies that place the protection
of society first. Indeed, California’s criminal
laws and sentencing requirements are now
among the toughest in the nation, to the ev-
erlasting relief of its citizens.

But more needs to be done. All too often,
convicted murderers, rapists, and child mo-
lesters are released from prison only to vic-
timize the innocent once again. In fact, more
than 14,000 murders, rapes, and sexual as-
saults are committed each year by pre-
viously convicted murderers and sex offend-
ers. About one in eight of these completely
preventable crimes occurs in a state dif-
ferent from the one where the first convic-
tion was obtained.

The toll on America’s children is particu-
larly high: Each year, approximately 83 chil-
dren are murdered, 1315 are raped, and 7510
are sexually assaulted by released mur-
derers, rapists, and child molesters. How can
this happen? In large measure, it is because
the national average time served in state
prison for rape is just 51⁄2 years. For child
molestation, it is about 4 years. And for
murder, it is just 8 years. As crime victims
and survivors, we know all too well that this
is unacceptable.

The No Second Chances for Murderers,
Rapists, or Child Molesters Act, also know as
‘‘Aimee’s Law’’, would reduce this carnage
by rewarding states like California that get
tough on these monsters who prey upon the
innocent over and over again. Specifically,
Aimee’s Law would provide additional fund-
ing to states that convict a murderer, rapist,
or child molester, if that criminal had been
previously convicted of one of those same
crimes in a different state. The cost of pros-
ecuting and incarcerating the criminal
would be deducted from the federal crime
funds intended to go to the first state, and
instead be added to the funds sent to the
state that obtained the second conviction.

For states like California that are serious
about getting tough on violent crime,
Aimee’s Law would help mitigate the high
cost of apprehending, prosecuting and incar-
cerating previously convicted murderers,
rapists and child molesters from other states
who bring their terror to the citizens of Cali-
fornia. For states with too lenient laws for
these predatory and highly mobile criminals,
Aimee’s Law would act as a strong incentive
for needed change.

Aimee’s Law enjoys broad bipartisan sup-
port from a variety of law enforcement and

victim’s rights organizations including the
California Correctional Peace Officers Asso-
ciation, the Klass Kids Foundation, the
Doris Tate Crime Victims Bureau, the Na-
tional Fraternal Order of Police and the
California Protective Parents Association,
just to name a few. In fact, as an amendment
to the Juvenile Justice bill, it passed the
House of Representatives by a vote of 412–15
and the United States Senate by a vote of 81–
17 last Spring. Both Senators Feinstein and
Boxer supported Aimee’s Law as did 46 of the
State’s 52 Representatives in the House.

Had Aimee’s Law been considered as a
stand alone bill it surely would have been
signed into law by the President months ago.
Unfortunately, differences over unrelated
provisions in the Juvenile Justice bill have
prevented Aimee’s Law from reaching the
President’s desk. Clearly, common sense bi-
partisan crime legislation like Aimee’s Law
should not be needlessly held up because of
difference over totally unrelated provisions.

It’s time to pass Aimee’s Law and put a
stop to this easily preventable carnage once
and for all. With your support, we can pre-
vent thousands of innocent women and chil-
dren from being brutalized by a convicted
murderer or sex offender.

Thank you for your time and consider-
ation. We eagerly await your influential en-
dorsement, which should be faxed to the of-
fice of the sponsor of this legislation, Con-
gressman Matt Salmon at 202–25–3405.

Sincerely,
MARY VINCENT,
MARC KLAAS,
FRED GOLDMAN.

SOUTHERN STATES POLICE
BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, INC.,

Alexandria, VA, June 15, 1999.
Hon. MATT SALMON,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SALMON: The South-
ern States Police Benevolent Association
(SSPBA) wishes to lend its strong support to
the Matt Salmon, Curt Weldon and Adam
Smith amendment to the House Juvenile
Justice Bill.

SSPBA is composed of 17,000 federal, state,
and local law enforcement officers from the
states of Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee and Virginia. The asso-
ciation has always supported tough laws to
protect our society from predators.

We believe that this bill takes preventive
measures that are necessary to protect our
children and is a step forward in terms of
dealing with these very sensitive issues. If
adopted, this amendment can significantly
reduce some of the problems that plague our
society.

Congressman Salmon, the PBA commends
you and the others involved for introducing
this important legislation and we urge Con-
gress to work swiftly for its enactment.

Sincerely,
H.G. ‘‘BILL’’ THOMPSON,

Director, Governmental Affairs.

CHILDHELP USA,
Scottsdale, AZ, May 14, 1999.

Hon. RICK SANTORUM,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR SANTORUM: We applaud the
amendment that you are offering to the Sen-
ate Juvenile Crime Bill (S. 254). This amend-
ment, also known as Aimee’s Law (S. 668,
H.R. 894), would encourage states to incar-
cerate our nation’s most brutal offenders—
murderers, rapists, and child molesters.

For the past 40 years, Childhelp USA has
waged its own campaign to raise awareness
of the issue of child abuse and neglect. We
firmly believe that those who prey upon our

children should be removed from society. We
are honored to join our hearts and hands
with you to protect the innocent, especially
our children.

Thank you for helping to protect Amer-
ica’s youth. We encourage all Senators to
vote for your amendment.

Sincerely,
SARA O’MEARA,

Chairman & CEO.
YVONNE FEDDERSON,

President.

CALIFORNIA CORRECTIONAL PEACE
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,

West Sacramento, CA, April 16, 1999.
Hon. MATT SALMON,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SALMON: I am writing
on behalf of 28,000 members of the California
Correctional Peace Officers Association
(CCPOA) to express our support for H.R. 894,
‘‘No Second Chance for Murderers, Rapists,
or Child Molesters Act of 1999, which you re-
introduced. CCPOA strongly supports this
legislation because it would redirect funds
from a state that has released a murderer,
rapist, or child molester to pay the prosecu-
tion and incarcerations costs incurred by a
state which has had to reconvict this re-
leased felon for a similar crime. By doing so,
this legislation would work to keep these
violent felons off our streets by encouraging
states to keep such offenders behind bars.
CCPOA appreciates your leadership in this
important area. Please contact our Wash-
ington, D.C. representative, Shannon Lahey,
at (202) 333–6924 if we can be of any assistance
to you in securing the passage of H.R. 894.

Sincerely,
MIKE JIMENEZ,

Executive Vice President, CCPOA.

MOTHERS OUTRAGED AT
MOLESTERS ORGANIZATION INC.,

Independence, MO, June 1, 1998.
Hon. MATT SALMON,
Cannon Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SALMON: We at
Mothers Outraged at Molesters (M.O.M.s) en-
thusiastically endorse the ‘‘No Second
Chances for Murderers, Rapists, or Child Mo-
lesters Act of 1998.’’ Passage of this legisla-
tion would pressure States to keep sexual of-
fenders behind bars for longer prison terms.

Convicted sexual offenders should not have
the opportunity to repeat their criminal be-
havior. We are aware of numerous cases
where convicted molesters have actually
said that they would re-offend if released
from prison. From what we have witnessed
in court, the victims of sexual abuse come in
all ages and stations in life. The victims
have been babies, nuns or even an Alzheimer
patient.

It is well documented that sexual offenders
have a high recidivism rate. Among sexual
predators, child molesters are the most like-
ly to re-offend. Some studies indicate that
convicted child molesters have a recidivism
rate as high as 70–90 percent. We simply can
not afford to let these people out of prison to
destroy additional young lives. Your bill’s
penalty mechanism, providing that the State
that releases a rapist or child molester is lia-
ble for any attacks committed by these
criminals in other states, will spur a nation-
wide effort to keep convicted sexual preda-
tors in state custody for life with no chance
of parole. By keeping the most dangerous
criminal element off the streets, thousands
of sexual assaults will be prevented each
year.

We at M.O.M.s applaud you on your effort
to protect innocent citizens from repeat sex-
ual predators. Please do not hesitate to call
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us to help you advance the ‘‘No Second
Chances Bill’’

Sincerely,
CYRILLA BENDER,

Founder/President of M.O.M.s.

[From the Arizona Republic, June 4, 1999]
ONE LESS OPTION FOR CRIMINALS—SALMON
BILL ANOTHER CHECK ON KILLERS, RAPISTS

Rep. Matt Salmon is trying again.
We hope he succeeds.
This year, we hope members of Congress

pass his No Second Chances for Murderers,
Rapists or Child Molesters Act.

They should do it for men, women and chil-
dren whose lives are shattered—sometimes
extinguished—by violent criminals who
should never have been released from prison.

They should do it for families who will
never be released from the pain of won-
dering, ‘‘What if I’d gone with her?’’ or,
‘‘What if I’d said, ‘No, you can’t ride your
bike to the store?’ ’’ or, ‘‘What if I’d gone
home early that day?’’

Salmon’s bill creates a strong financial in-
centive for states to impose stiff sentences
on violent criminals. And it deftly does it
without imposing federal regulations.

It works this way: If a state releases a con-
victed murderer, rapist or child molester
whose sentence fell below the national aver-
age or who served less than 85 percent of his
or her sentence, that state would be liable if
the vermin reoffended in another state.

Money from the first state’s federal anti-
crime funds would be diverted to pay the
cost of prosecuting and incarcerating the
criminal in the state where the new offense
was committed. The bill also provides
$100,000 to victims.

‘‘States should now be on notice that the
revolving prison door for sexual predators
and murderers must end,’’ Salmon said.

If you doubt the need to send that message,
consider these frightening statistics from
the Department of Justice.

∑ The average time served in state prisons
for rape is 51⁄2 years.

∑ The average time served in state prisons
for child molesting is four years.

∑ The average time served in state prisons
for murder is eight years.

That’s not even long enough for the night
marish memories to begin healing. It’s not
long enough for the criminals to worry about
the consequences of doing it again.

And they will do it again.
Salmon’s bill is also called ‘‘Aimee’s Law,’’

for Aimee Willard, a 22-year-old university
student who was raped and murdered in
Pennsylvania by a killer who was paroled in
Nevada.

Every year, according to Salmon’s office,
the kind of criminals covered by this bill are
released, then cross state lines and kill more
than 100 people, including 10 children.

They cross state lines and rape more than
445 people, including 165 children.

They cross state lines and sexually assault
more than 1,200 people, including 935 chil-
dren.

Congress should say, ‘‘Enough.’’ Salmon
vows to push for passage of his bill as part of
a larger juvenile justice bill or as a separate
piece of legislation.

Either way, it ought to pass.
Either way, states ought to get the mes-

sage that law-abiding citizens, not criminals,
deserve second chances.

CONCERNS OF POLICE SURVIVORS, INC.
CAMDENTON, MO, May 21, 1998.

Hon. MATT SALMON,
U.S. House of Representatives, Cannon House

Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CONGRESSMAN SALMON: ‘‘All too often

law enforcement families are victims of

America’s violence!’’ This is a quote used on
a poster Concerns of Police Survivors pro-
duced and distributed several years ago. And,
unfortunately, all too often police families
have their officers injured or killed by per-
petrators convicted of heinous crimes who
have been released early from prison to prey
once again on defenseless Americans.

‘‘The No Second Chances for Murderers,
Rapists, or Child Molesters Act of 1998’’
would place appropriate demands on state
penal systems not to release violent offend-
ers simply to relieve overcrowding in the
jails or because the perpetrator has served a
full sentence. Often, unfortunately, without
the public being aware, the released violent
offender moves to another state to ‘‘start
over’’. Unfortunately, ‘‘Starting over’’ often
means picking up with their violent behavior
where it left off during their incarceration.

As you pointed out in earlier correspond-
ence, Ippolito ‘‘Lee’’ Gonzales was violently
killed in the line of duty while serving with
the Franklin Township Police Department in
New Jersey. Robert ‘‘Mudman’’ Simon had
moved to New Jersey following his release
from a Pennsylvania prison after serving 12
years for the murder of his girlfriend who re-
fused to have sex with gang members. Three
months after Simon’s release, Officer Gon-
zalez was executed in cold blood during a
simple traffic stop. If Pennsylvania had con-
tinued to incarcerate Mr. Simon, Officer
Gonzales might still be patrolling the streets
of Franklin Township.

After the recent observances of National
Police Week 1998, May 10–16, and National
Victims Rights Week, April 21–27, it is our
hope the Congress will remember that law
enforcement finds itself seeking repeat of-
fenders who have inflicted their terror on
newer victims. Strict sentencing and contin-
ued incarceration of violent offenders will
make law enforcement’s job easier on the
streets. It will also spare many Americans
from experiencing violent victimization. As
you pointed out in earlier correspondence,
last year not a single murderer, rapist, or
child molester in prison victimized an inno-
cent person in the community. The revolving
door of our weakened justice system must be
strengthened by tough, innovative legisla-
tion which places the burden of responsi-
bility on the appropriate individuals; the
perpetrator, the courts, the juries, and the
penal system. This bill is certainly one way
States will be held responsible for decision
they make to allow violent offenders to re-
turn to the streets that affect the safety of
their citizens and the safety of citizens liv-
ing in other States as well.

We wish you much luck in the Congress as
you take on the task of attempting to pass
this bill.

Sincerely yours,
SUZIE SAWYER,
Executive Director.

[From the Daily Journal, March 4, 1999]
NO SECOND CHANCES

Mika Moulton, the mother of Christopher
Meyer, is pushing for a law called ‘‘No Sec-
ond Chances.’’

No Second Chances would essentially bar
each of the nation’s 50 states from granting
early releases to murderers, rapists and child
molesters. It means that a murderer sen-
tenced to life would serve life, essentially
ending all hope of parole.

If a state does release a killer who goes on
to strike again, he or she would have to pay
all the costs of the second prosecution, no
matter in what state it occurs. They would
also have to pay $100,000 to the victim’s fam-
ily.

The law would, of course, mean a massive
new prison construction program. The Fed-

eral Justice Department estimates that
there are 134,000 sex offenders out on proba-
tion or parole. Our own Kankakee County
list of convicted offenders tops 100.

Much is always made of the cost of build-
ing prisons and pushing prosecutions.

What Ms. Moulton is trying to call to our
attention is the cost of not keeping people in
prison. Sometimes that cost is another rape.
Sometimes it’s a dead child. The Justice De-
partment says released murderers commit
100 killings a year. Released rapists commit
445 new rapes a year.

Those costs need to be weighted, too.
It’s hard to argue that someone who kills

a child deserves a second chance.
Pass the law.

[From the Richmond Times-Dispatch, May
23, 1999]

AIMEE’S LAW

Last summer in this space we supported a
measure introduced by Arizona Congressman
Matt Salmon to hold states liable if their re-
leased sex offenders committed subsequent
crimes in other states [‘‘No Second
Chances,’’ August 12].

‘‘Aimee’s Law’’—in memory of college stu-
dent Aimee Willard who was kidnapped,
raped, and murdered near Philadelphia by a
brute paroled by Nevada—strikes a com-
mendable balance. It creates an incentive for
states to monitor predators more closely in-
stead of merely chasing them out of town,
while not federalizing crimes that ought to
remain under local jurisdiction.

Last week the Senate passed the measure
as an amendment to a larger crime bill.
Similar legislation is pending in the House,
and it ought to be approved as well. Giving
a one-way bus ticket to a sex offender might
improve the community he leaves, but it is
the equivalent of shipping toxic waste to
unsuspecting states.

‘‘Aimee’s Law’’ would make states bear the
costs of such a repugnant practice. It is good
legislation the House should pass and the
President should sign into law.

[From the Tampa Tribune-Times, Aug. 16,
1998]

‘‘NO SECOND CHANCES’’ BILL DESERVES
CAREFUL CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION

Lawrence Singleton should have died lone-
ly and despised in a California prison. In-
stead, the infamous criminal who hacked off
the arms of a teenage girl after raping her
walked out of his cell and returned to make
his home in Florida.

It wasn’t long before he was under arrest
again, this time for murder.

Singleton is sentenced to die in Florida’s
electric chair, but he’s an old man in failing
health who still has appeals to exhaust. As a
prisoner, he costs taxpayers $26,000 a year.
We taxpayers are paying for his legal costs.

Under a Federal bill making its way
through the House of Representatives, the
state of California, which let Singleton out
of jail, would have to pay Florida’s expenses.
It also would have to compensate, to the
tune of $100,000, the family of Tampa murder
victim Roxanne Hayes.

The bill, called No Second Chances for
murderers, rapists or child molesters, de-
serves a fair hearing.

It attacks a national crime problem with-
out costing more federal money. It alerts
states that they will assume a financial risk
when they release their most violent crimi-
nals back into society. It does not federalize
crimes or infringe on state and local respon-
sibilities for law enforcement.

At the same time, the bill merits careful
scrutiny.

It was written to prod states into drafting
laws that would not allow violent sex offend-
ers and murderers to go free. If states don’t
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decide to put those criminals in jail for life,
then they risk a financial penalty for giving
their prisoners ‘‘a second chance.’’ And some
prisoners, unlike Singleton, deserve a second
chance—after they have paid their debt to
society in full.

That’s the crux of the problem. Prisoners
locked up for despicable offenses are going to
get out of jail, and many of them will not
have served enough time for their crime.
U.S. Rep. Matt Salmon’s proposal would
force states to put them away forever or pay
the price.

The Arizona Republican has the support of
parents of murder victims, including Fred
Goldman, whose son Ron was killed with Ni-
cole Brown Simpson, and Marc Klaas, whose
daughter Polly was murdered by a repeat of-
fender in California.

Whether we like it or not, released crimi-
nals roam from state to state. States have
no recourse to prevent this immigration,
even though one in seven repeat crimes oc-
curs in a different state from the original of-
fense.

Each year, according to Department of
Justice studies, released killers drifting from
one part of the country to another murder
more than 100 people. Each year rapists cross
state lines and claim 445 new victims. Each
year these criminals cross state lines and
sexually assault more than 1,200 people, in-
cluding 935 children.

(And we don’t have to remind you of the
many bad actors who wend their way to the
Sunshine State when winter looms.)

Critics of the proposal say the recidivism
rate for these most heinous crimes is low,
but some studies suggest these offenses are
repeated more often than not. The critics
complain that state laws already allow
judges to put repeat offenders away for life,
but those arguments do not address the vic-
timization of innocent people or the victim-
ized state’s ability to pay for its prisoners.

Specifically, the proposal would require
the Justice Department to transfer federal
crime-fighting dollars from one state to an-
other to pay for the costs of reincarceration
as a repeat offender.

Half of the amounts transferred would be
deposited in the state’s crime victims’ fund,
and half would be deposited in the state ac-
count that collects federal law enforcement
funds. Additionally, the proposal would pro-
vide $100,000 to the victims of the subsequent
attack.

Interestingly, the bill mandates nothing.
The states are required to do nothing. But a
state would run the risk of losing federal
crime-fighting funds if it let a killer or child
molester out of jail and then that convict
committed a crime again.

The proposition raises other issues. If a
state decides to make life prisoners of these
criminals, it has to have a place to house
them. The state must also have a parole or
probation system to judge accurately when
to release prisoners.

Lawmakers considering the bill must also
figure out how to handle those prisoners who
have served their time. States have no au-
thority to detain someone who has served his
sentence and should not be penalized for fu-
ture crimes in other states.

There are no simple answers to this vexing
problem, but Salmon’s approach would at
least force a state to face the consequences
of its decision. The Goldmans and Klaases of
the world will not remain silent, and they
have thrown their considerable celebrity be-
hind this effort.

The proposal bears watching—and talking
about—as the measure makes its way
through Congress.

[From the Delaware County Sunday Times,
March 26, 2000]

TIME FOR THE HOUSE TO ENACT AIMEE’S LAW

The brutal and senseless murder of Aimee
Willard in June 1996 touched the very heart
of Delaware County. A vivacious college stu-
dent and athlete with a bright future was
lost and we hurt for her family and friends.

But with the conviction and sentencing of
her killer, the book did not close on this ter-
rible chapter in county history. Aimee Wil-
lard lives on with the crafting of legislation
aimed at preventing a tragedy such as the
one that befell her.

This week the U.S. House of Representa-
tives will consider ‘‘Aimee’s Law.’’

Labeled as a bipartisan effort, the law
turns up the heat on states to impose strong-
er sentences for criminals convicted of rape,
murder and child molestation.

Gail Willard, Aimee’s mother, testified at
a Congressional hearing last year, urging
stiffer state sentencing guidelines for career
criminals such as Arthur Bomar.

Bomar had been convicted of killing a man
in Nevada over a parking spot. He served 11
years in jail in Nevada before being paroled,
despite showing a propensity for violence in
prison.

‘‘Right now, life criminals are running the
system,’’ said Gail Willard during her testi-
mony in Washington.

U.S. Rep. Curt Weldon says the early re-
lease of violent felons is plain wrong.

‘‘The average time served in a state prison
for rape is just 51⁄2 years,’’ Weldon said. ‘‘For
child molestation, it is about four years. And
for murder, it is just eight years. That’s ab-
solutely unacceptable.’’

Aimee’s Law requires a state that releases
a convicted murderer, rapist or child mo-
lester who goes on to commit another crime
in another state to compensate the second
state for the cost of apprehending, pros-
ecuting and incarcerating the criminal.

The money loss would come in the form of
withholding federal crime grants from the
first state and adding the amount to the sec-
ond state’s share, according to one of the
law’s sponsors, U.S. Rep. Matt Salmon, R–
Ariz.

Whether the financial stick and carrot will
work remains to be seen, but several ques-
tions remain:

Will the threat of grant money loss make
parole boards more accountable—or at least
look with a little more scrutiny at who is
being allowed to walk out the front gate?

Why must the taxpayers foot the bill for
screw-ups in the state prison system?

Should we keep building prisons and ignor-
ing the issue of rehabilitation?

Despite those concerns, we see the consid-
eration of ‘‘Aimee’s Law’’ as a step in the
right direction as it puts a victim’s face on
the problem of repeat violent offenders and
the need to place responsibility on the shoul-
ders of our state prisons.

f

AMERICAN SHIPBUILDERS CRUISE
INTO A NEW MILLENNIUM

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE
OF HAWAII

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, July 17, 2000

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker. On June
30, 2000, Litton Ingalls Shipbuilding cut steel
on the first cruise ship to be built in the United

States in nearly 45 years. This historic event
marks another milestone in the U.S.-flag
Cruise Ship Pilot Project, enacted as part of
the MARITECH program in the Department of
Defense Appropriations Act of 1998, and rep-
resents America’s re-entry into the burgeoning
cruise travel market.

People have been saying for years that
America cannot build ships competitively on
the world market. The construction of the two
cruise ships for American Classic Voyages
Co. at Litton Ingalls Shipbuilding demonstrates
that America can build ships competitively on
the world market. At a fixed price of $440 mil-
lion a piece, the ships are only slightly above
the price being charged for cruise ship con-
struction in European yards, where nearly all
new cruise ships are built. The price of the
America ships would be even more competi-
tive in the world market if the worldwide ship
construction subsidies were eliminated.

The cruise industry is one of the fastest
growing segments of the travel and leisure in-
dustry, growing at a pace of about nine per-
cent annually. Loopholes in U.S. laws and reg-
ulations have essentially ceded this bur-
geoning vacation business to companies oper-
ating cruise ships under flags-of-convenience.
With the exception of the single U.S.-flag
oceangoing cruise ship operating in my State
of Hawaii, there are no U.S.-flag oceangoing
passenger liners. The U.S.-flag Cruise Ship
Pilot Project, enacted to help jumpstart the
U.S.-flag cruise industry, will change that and
will give Americans a foothold in a cruise in-
dustry now dominated by foreign cruise lines.

The revitalization of the American cruise
business is vital to our economic and national
security. The Department of Defense has stat-
ed that the Pilot Project alone could save it
‘‘tens to hundreds of millions of dollars’’ in
shipyard overhead costs. It also helps to sus-
tain the shipbuilding industrial base of the
U.S., which is vital to national security. The
thousands of jobs created will help maintain
the manpower necessary for building and
crewing ships in times of national emer-
gencies. The Department of Defense has also
expressed an interest in utilizing the hull de-
signs for cruise ships for command and con-
trol vessels in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to see a resur-
gence of interest in the U.S.-flag cruise busi-
ness. At least three companies have publicly
expressed a desire to build U.S.-flag cruise
ships in a U.S. shipyard for the American
cruise market. Future construction in this area
will improve the worldwide competitiveness of
U.S. shipyards, and Litton Ingalls Shipbuilding
is leading the way for America’s re-entry into
this growing marketplace. These efforts are
important to the future of the U.S. shipbuilding
industry, a U.S.-flag maritime industry, and our
national security.

I am looking forward to the day when Amer-
ican Classic begins operating these new ships
in Hawaii, bringing with it thousands of sea-
going and shoreside jobs. Projects such as
this will help renew America’s leadership in
commercial ship construction and in the cruise
industry. I hope that Congress will do all it can
to help revitalize this vital American industry.
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed Interior and Foreign Operations Appropriations bills.
Senate passed Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Reconciliation bill.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S7083–S7172
Measures Introduced: Five bills and one resolution
were introduced, as follows: S. 2883–2887, and S.
Res. 338.                                                                        Page S7160

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
Special Report entitled ‘‘Government Performance

Results Act of 1993.’’ (S. Rept. No. 106–347)
S. 2705, to provide for the training of individuals,

during a Presidential transition, who the President
intends to appoint to certain key positions, to pro-
vide for a study and report on improving the finan-
cial disclosure process for certain Presidential nomi-
nees. (S. Rept. No.106–348)

H.R. 4733, making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, with an amendment in the nature
of a substitute.                                                     Pages S7159–60

Measures Passed:
Death of Senator Coverdell: Senate agreed to S.

Res. 338, relative to the death of the Honorable
Paul Coverdell, a Senator from the State of Georgia.
                                                                                            Page S7168

Interior Appropriations: By 97 yeas to 2 nays
(Vote No. 211), Senate passed H.R. 4578, making
appropriations for the Department of the Interior
and related agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, after agreeing to a committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute, and after
taking action on the following amendments proposed
thereto:                                                 Pages S7083, S7085–S7103

Adopted:
Reed Modified Amendment No. 3798, to increase

funding for weatherization assistance grants, with an
offset.                                                           Pages S7083, S7085–86

Gorton (for Grassley) Amendment No. 3910, to
direct the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a
land exchange with Dubuque Barge & Fleeting Serv-
ices, Inc., of Dubuque, Iowa.                               Page S7086

Gorton Amendment No. 3911, to provide addi-
tional funds for construction, improvements, repair
or replacement of physical facilities, including the

modifications authorized by section 104 of the Ever-
glades National Park Protection and Expansion Act
of 1989.                                                                           Page S7086

Lieberman Modified Amendment No. 3811, to
provide funding for maintenance of a Northeast
Home Heating Oil Reserve, with an offset.
                                                                            Pages S7083, S7088

Reid (for Bingaman) Modified Amendment No.
3887, to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the protection of Indian program monies from judg-
ment fund claims.                                 Pages S7083, S7088–89

By a unanimous vote of 99 yeas (Vote No. 209),
Gorton (for Bond) Amendment No. 3886 (to
Amendment No. 3885), to prohibit use of funds for
application of unapproved pesticides in certain areas
that may be used by children.        Pages S7083, S7089–90

Reid (for Boxer) Amendment No. 3885, to pro-
vide that none of the funds appropriated under this
Act may be used for the preventive application of a
pesticide containing a known or probable carcinogen,
a category I or II acute nerve toxin or a pesticide of
the organophosphate, carbamate, or organochlorine
class as identified by the Environmental Protection
Agency in National Parks in any area where children
may be present.                                            Pages S7083, S7093

Rejected:
By 45 yeas to 54 nays (Vote No. 207), Bryan/

Fitzgerald Amendment No. 3883, to reduce the For-
est Service timber sale budget by $30,000,000 and
increase the wildland fire management budget by
$15,000,000.                                           Pages S7083, S7086–87

By 49 yeas to 50 nays (Vote No. 208), Nickles
Amendment No. 3884, to defend the Constitutional
system of checks and balances between the Legisla-
tive and Executive branches.           Pages S7083, S7087–88

By 41 yeas to 58 nays (Vote No. 210), Boxer
Amendment No. 3912 (to Amendment No. 3885, as
amended), to provide that none of the funds appro-
priated under this Act may be used for the preven-
tive application of a pesticide containing a known or
probable carcinogen, a category I or II acute nerve
toxin or a pesticide of the organophosphate, carba-
mate, or organochlorine class as identified by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency in National Parks in
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any area where children and pregnant women may
be present.                                                              Pages S7090–93

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
was authorized to appoint the following conferees on
the part of the Senate: Senators Gorton, Stevens,
Cochran, Domenici, Burns, Bennett, Gregg, Camp-
bell, Byrd, Leahy, Hollings, Reid, Dorgan, Kohl,
and Feinstein.                                                               Page S7102

Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Reconciliation Act:
By 61 yeas to 38 nays (Vote No. 215), Senate passed
H.R. 4810, to provide for reconciliation pursuant to
section 103(a)(1) of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2001, as amended, after taking
action on the following amendments proposed
thereto:                                                                    Pages S7103–09

Adopted:
By a unanimous vote of 99 yeas (Vote No. 212),

Burns Amendment No. 3874, to repeal the modi-
fication of the installment method.                  Page S7103

By 54 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 214), Nickles
(for Lott) Amendment No. 3881, to provide a
substitute.                                                       Pages S7103, S7104

Rejected:
By 20 yeas to 79 nays (Vote No. 213), Reid (for

Hollings) Amendment No. 3875, to pay down the
debt by striking the tax cuts.                      Pages S7103–04

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
was authorized to appoint the following conferees on
the part of the Senate: Senators Roth, Lott, and
Moynihan.                                                                      Page S7109

Foreign Operations Appropriations: Senate
passed H.R. 4811, making appropriations for foreign
operations, export financing, and related programs
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, after
striking all after the enacting clause and inserting in
lieu thereof the text of S. 2522, Senate companion
measure, as amended.                                       Pages S7121–42

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair
was authorized to appoint the following conferees on
the part of the Senate: McConnell, Specter, Gregg,
Shelby, Bennett, Campbell, Bond, Stevens, Leahy,
Inouye, Lautenberg, Harkin, Mikulski, Murray, and
Byrd.                                                                                 Page S7142

Subsequently, S. 2522 was indefinitely postponed.
                                                                                            Page S7142

Agriculture Appropriations: Senate began consid-
eration of H.R. 4461, making appropriations for Ag-
riculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration and Related Agencies programs for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001, striking all
after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof
the text of S. 2536, Senate companion measure (with
a modified Division B).                                   Pages S7143–45

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill on
Wednesday, July 19, 2000.                                  Page S7169

Messages From the President: Senate received the
following message from the President of the United
States:

Transmitting, pursuant to law, the report on the
national emergency with respect to the Taliban in
Afghanistan; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. (PM–120)                    Page S7152

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Seymour Martin Lipset, of Virginia, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the United States
Institute of Peace for a term expiring January 19,
2003. (Reappointment)

1 Marine Corps nomination in the rank of general.
Routine lists in the Coast Guard, Marine Corps.

                                                                                    Pages S7169–72

Messages From the President:                        Page S7152

Messages From the House:                               Page S7152

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S7152

Petitions:                                                               Pages S7152–59

Statements on Introduced Bills:            Pages S7160–64

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S7164–66

Amendments Submitted:                                   Page S7167

Notices of Hearings:                                              Page S7167

Authority for Committees:                        Pages S7167–68

Additional Statements:                                Pages S7151–52

Privileges of the Floor:                                        Page S7168

Record Votes: Nine record votes were taken today.
(Total—215)
                        Pages S7087–88, S7090, S7093, S7102–04, S7109

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:15 a.m., and as
a further mark of respect to the memory of the late
Senator Coverdell, in accordance with S. Res. 338,
adjourned at 7:14 p.m., until 9:30 a.m. Wednesday,
July 19, 2000. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S7169.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

U.S. AGRICULTURE EXPORT
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Sub-
committee on Production and Price Competitiveness
concluded hearings to examine the benefits of cur-
rent U.S. agricultural export and market develop-
ment programs designed to improve long-term trade
opportunities, increase exports, help relieve hunger
abroad, and help American farmers and ranchers earn
an adequate income, as well as the future of these
programs and ways that they can be made more ef-
fective, after receiving testimony from Timothy J.
Galvin, Administrator, Foreign Agricultural Service,
and Roger C. Viadero, Inspector General, both of
Department of Agriculture; Hugh Parmer, Assistant
Administrator, Bureau for Humanitarian Response,
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Agency for International Development; Otis Molz,
CoBank, Deerfield, Kansas; John J. Cavanaugh, Sum-
mit Limited, Omaha, Nebraska; Ellen S. Levinson,
Cadwalader, Wickersham and Taft, Washington,
D.C., on behalf of the Coalition for Food Aid; Bruce
Hamnes, Stephen, Minnesota, on behalf of the
Wheat Export Trade Education Committee, U.S.
Wheat Associates, and the National Association of
Wheat Growers; Marc Curtis, American Soybean As-
sociation, Leland, Mississippi; Roger Pine, Lawrence,
Kansas, on behalf of the National Corn Growers As-
sociation; and Bill Griffith, Boliver County, Mis-
sissippi, on behalf of the Mississippi Farm Bureau
and American Farm Bureau.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Appropriations: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following bills:

H.R. 4733, making appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, with amendments; and

H.R. 4690, making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judici-
ary, and related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, with amendments.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR SENIORS
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Subcommittee on Housing and Transportation held
hearings on S. 2733, to provide for the preservation
of assisted housing for low income elderly persons,
disabled persons, and other families, after receiving
testimony from Representatives Lazio and LaFalce;
William Apgar, Assistant Secretary for Housing/Fed-
eral Housing Commissioner, Department of Housing
and Urban Development; Mary Jane O’Gara, Omaha,
Nebraska, on behalf of the American Association of
Retired Persons; Laverne R. Joseph, Retirement
Housing Foundation, Long Beach, California, on be-
half of the American Association of Homes and Serv-
ices for the Aging; Michelle H. Norris, National
Church Residences, Columbus, Ohio, on behalf of
the National Affordable Housing Management Asso-
ciation; Edward L. Shapoff, Goldman, Sachs and
Company, New York, New York, on behalf of the
Healthcare Financing Study Group; Ronell Guy,
Northside Coalition for Fair Housing, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania; and David A. Smith, Recapitalization
Advisors, Inc., Boston, Massachusetts.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

CLIMATE CHANGE IMPACTS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee held hearings to examine the National
Assessment Report on climate change impacts on the
United States, and the ocean’s role in climate, receiv-
ing testimony from Thomas R. Karl, Director, Na-
tional Climatic Data Center, National Environmental
Satellite, Data, and Information Service, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Depart-
ment of Commerce; Anthony C. Janetos, World Re-
sources Institute, Washington, D.C.; Raymond W.

Schmitt, Woods Hole Oceanographic Institution,
Woods Hole, Massachusetts; and S. Fred Singer,
University of Virginia, Fairfax, former Director, U.S.
Weather Satellite Service, on behalf of the Science
and Environmental Policy Project.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

RISING OIL PRICES
Committee on Finance: Subcommittee on Taxation and
IRS Oversight held hearings on the nation’s growing
reliance on foreign oil and the need to find ways in
which we can reduce that reliance, and a related pro-
posal to allow small, farmer-owned cooperatives to
access the full benefits of the small ethanol producer
tax credit, receiving testimony from Senator Grams;
Arizona State Representative Jeff Groscost, Phoenix;
Richard R. Kolodziej, Natural Gas Vehicle Coali-
tion, Michelle Robinson, Union of Concerned Sci-
entists, Alexandra Shultz, U.S. Public Interest Re-
search Group, Red Cavaney, American Petroleum In-
stitute, and J. Andrew Hoerner, Center for a Sustain-
able Economy, all of Washington, D.C.; William L.
Ball, Strategic Planning for General Motor’s Ad-
vanced Technology Vehicles, Detroit, Michigan, on
behalf of the Electric Vehicle Association of the
Americas; Beverly Miller, Salt Lake Clean Cities Co-
alition, Salt Lake City, Utah; A. Shawn Noonan,
Vastar Resources, Inc., Houston, Texas, on behalf of
the Domestic Petroleum Council Tax Committee;
and John Swords, PricewaterhouseCoopers, Dallas,
Texas, on behalf of the Independent Petroleum Asso-
ciation of America.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

PERMANENT CHINA TRADE RELATIONS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee held hear-
ings to examine national security and diplomatic im-
plications of granting Permanent Normal Trade Re-
lations status to communist China, receiving testi-
mony from Joseph Bosco, Georgetown University
School of Foreign Service, Bates Gill, Brookings In-
stitution Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies,
and Elliott Abrams, Ethics and Public Policy Center,
all of Washington, D.C.

Hearings continue tomorrow.

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COSTS
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Committee concluded hearings on the factors driving
prescription drug expenditure increases, after receiv-
ing testimony from Stanley S. Wallack, Brandeis
University Schneider Institute for Health Policy,
Waltham, Massachusetts; Robert W. Dubois,
Protocare Sciences, Santa Monica, California; Judith
H. Bello, Pharmaceutical Research and Manufactur-
ers of America, Washington, D.C.; John D.
Golenski, RxHealth Value, Berkeley, California; Car-
los R. Ortiz, CVS Pharmacy, Inc., Woonsocket,
Rhode Island; Elizabeth Helms, Sacramento, Cali-
fornia, on behalf of the International Patient Advo-
cacy Association; and Betty Dizik, Tamarik, Florida,
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on behalf of the National Committee to Preserve So-
cial Security and Medicare.

BUSINESS MEETING
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee ordered fa-
vorably reported the following bills:

S. 1902, to require disclosure under the Freedom
of Information Act regarding certain persons and

records of the Japanese Imperial Army in a manner
that does not impair any investigation or prosecution
conducted by the Department of Justice or certain
intelligence matters, with amendments; and

S. 2089, to amend the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act of 1978 to modify procedures relating
to orders for surveillance and searches for foreign in-
telligence purposes, with amendments.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 15 public bills, H.R. 4868–4870,
4872–4883, and 6 resolutions, H.J. Res. 105–106
and H. Con. Res. 373–376, were introduced.
                                                                                    Pages H6469–70

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows.
Supplemental report on H.R. 3485, to modify the

enforcement of certain anti-terrorism judgments (H.
Rept. 106–733, Pt. 2);

H.J. Res. 103, disapproving the extension of the
waiver authority contained in section 402(c) of the
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to the People’s Re-
public of China, amended (H. Rept. 106–755);

H.R. 4871, making appropriations for the Treas-
ury Department, the United States Postal Service,
the Executive Office of the President, and certain
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001 (H. Rept. 106–756);

H. Res. 554, waiving points of order against the
conference report to accompany H.R. 4576, making
appropriations for the Department of Defense for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2001 (H. Rept.
106–757);

H. Res. 555, providing for consideration of H.R.
4118, to prohibit the rescheduling or forgiveness of
any outstanding bilateral debt owed to the United
States by the Government of the Russian Federation
until the President certifies to the Congress that the
Government of the Russian Federation has ceased all
its operations at, removed all personnel from, and
permanently closed the intelligence facility at
Lourdes, Cuba (H. Rept. 106–758);

H. Res. 556, waiving a requirement of clause 6(a)
of rule XIII with respect to consideration of certain
resolutions reported from the Committee on Rules
(H. Rept. 106–759); and;

H. Res. 557, providing for consideration of H.R.
1102, to provide for pension reform (H. Rept.
106–760).                                                                       Page H6469

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he designated Representative Gut-
knecht to act as Speaker pro tempore for today.
                                                                                            Page H6357

Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. Glenn Warner of Ashtabula,
Ohio.                                                                                Page H6357

Recess: The House recessed at 9:45 a.m. and recon-
vened at 10 a.m.                                                         Page H6367

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules
and pass the following measures:

Unsolicited Commercial Electronics Mail: H.R.
3113, amended, to protect individuals, families, and
Internet service providers from unsolicited and un-
wanted electronic mail (passed by a yea and nay vote
of 427 yeas to 1 nay, Roll No. 406);
                                                                      Pages H6369–74, H6424

International Patient Act: H.R. 2961, amended,
to amend the Immigration and Nationality Act to
authorize a 3-year pilot program under which the
Attorney General may extend the period for vol-
untary departure in the case of certain nonimmigrant
aliens who require medical treatment in the United
States and were admitted under the Visa Waiver
Pilot Program;                                                     Pages H6377–80

Right-To-Know National Payroll Act: H.R.
1264, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
to require that each employer show on the W–2
form of each employee the employer’s share of taxes
for old-age, survivors, and disability insurance and
for hospital insurance for the employee as well as the
total amount of such taxes for such employee;
                                                                                    Pages H6380–82

Alfred Rascon Post Office Building in Fulton,
Maryland: H.R. 4430, amended, to redesignate the
facility of the United States Postal Service located at
11831 Scaggsville Road in Fulton, Maryland, as the
‘‘Alfred Rascon Post Office Building.’’ Agreed to
amend the title;                                                  Pages H6382–84

Matthew ‘Mack’ Robinson Post Office Building
in Pasadena, California: H.R. 4157, to designate
the facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 600 Lincoln Avenue in Pasadena, California,
as the ‘‘Matthew ‘Mack’ Robinson Post Office Build-
ing’’;                                                                          Pages H6384–86

Alan B. Shepard, Jr. Post Office Building in
Derry, New Hampshire: H.R. 4517, to designate

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 07:17 Jul 19, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 5627 Sfmt 5627 E:\CR\FM\D18JY0.REC pfrm04 PsN: D18JY0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGESTD770 July 18, 2000

the facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 24 Tsienneto Road in Derry, New Hamp-
shire, as the ‘‘Alan B. Shepard, Jr. Post Office Build-
ing’’ (passed by a yea and nay vote of 423 yeas with
none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 407);
                                                                Pages H6386–87, H6424–25

Joseph F. Smith Post Office Building in Phila-
delphia, Pennsylvania: H.R. 4554, to redesignate
the facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1602 Frankford Avenue in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, as the ‘‘Joseph F. Smith Post Office
Building’’;                                                              Pages H6387–89

Intercountry Adoption Act of 2000: H.R. 2909,
amended, to provide for implementation by the
United States of the Hague Convention on Protec-
tion of Children and Cooperation in Respect of
Intercountry Adoption; and                          Pages H6389–99

Debt Relief Reconciliation Act: H.R. 4866,
amended, to provide for reconciliation pursuant to
section 103(b)(1) of the concurrent resolution on the
budget for fiscal year 2001 to reduce the public debt
and to decrease the statutory limit on the public
debt (passed by a yea and nay vote of 422 yeas to
1 nay, Roll No. 409.                                        Pages H6437–38

Suspension Proceedings Postponed—Drug Ad-
diction Treatment: The House completed debate
on the motion to suspend the rules and pass H.R.
2634, amended, to amend the Controlled Substances
Act with respect to registration requirements for
practitioners who dispense narcotic drugs in schedule
IV or V for maintenance treatment or detoxification
treatment. The Chair postponed further proceedings
until Wednesday, July 19.                            Pages H6374–77

Extension of Trade Waiver Authority to China:
The House failed to pass H.J. Res. 103, dis-
approving the extension of the waiver authority con-
tained in section 402(c) of the Trade Act of 1974
with respect to the People’s Republic of China by a
yea and nay vote of 147 yeas to 281 nays, Roll No.
405.                                                                    Pages H6399–H6424

Marriage Tax Penalty Elimination Reconciliation:
The House disagreed with the Senate amendments to
H.R. 4810, and agreed to a conference. Appointed
as conferees: Chairman Archer and Representatives
Armey and Rangel.                                           Pages H6434–37

Rejected the Cardin motion to instruct conferees
to the maximum extent possible within the scope of
conference to maximize the amount of marriage pen-
alty relief provided to middle and low income tax-
payers, to minimize the additional marriage bonuses
provided to taxpayers already receiving marriage bo-
nuses under current law, and to resolve the dif-
ferences in effective dates and phase-in amounts in
a way which takes into account fiscal responsibility
by a yea and nay vote of 203 yeas to 222 nays, Roll
No. 408.                                                                 Pages H6434–37

Agreed to H. Res. 553, the rule that provided for
consideration of the motion to go to conference on

the Senate amendments to the bill. Pursuant to the
rule, H. Res. 550 was laid on the table.
                                                                                    Pages H6432–34

Presidential Message—National Emergency Re
Taliban: Read a message from the President wherein
he transmitted his periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to the Taliban (Afghani-
stan)—referred to the Committee on International
Relations and ordered printed (H. Doc. 106–268).
                                                                                            Page H6438

Amendments: Amendments ordered pursuant to
the rule appear on page H6471.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Five yea and nay votes de-
veloped during the proceedings of the House today
and appear on pages H6423, H6424, H6424–25,
H6436–37, and H6437–38. There were no quorum
calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 9 a.m. and ad-
journed at 11:07 p.m..

Committee Meetings
TREASURY, POSTAL SERVICE, AND
GENERAL GOVERNMENT APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Ordered reported a meas-
ure (H.R. 4871) making appropriations for the
Treasury Department, the United States Postal Serv-
ice, the Executive Office of the President, and cer-
tain Independent Agencies, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001.

MEDICAID PROVIDER ENROLLMENT:
ASSESSING STATE EFFORTS TO PREVENT
FRAUD
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Oversight
and Investigations held a hearing on ‘‘Medicaid Pro-
vider Enrollment: Assessing State Efforts to Prevent
Fraud.’’ Testimony was heard from Thomas T.
Kubic, Deputy Assistant Director, Criminal Inves-
tigations Division, FBI, Department of Justice; Wil-
liam J. Scanlon, Director, Health Financing and
Public Health, GAO; the following officials of the
State of California: Kathleen Connell, Controller; and
Alan Cates, Chief, Medicaid Fraud Bureau; Ruben
King-Shaw, Executive Director, Agency for Health
Care Administration, State of Florida; and public
witnesses.

MERCURY IN MEDICINE—ARE WE TAKING
UNNECESSARY RISKS?
Committee on Government Reform: Held a hearing on
‘‘Mercury in Medicine—Are We Taking Unnecessary
Risks?’’ Testimony was heard from the following of-
ficials of the EPA: Ramona Provato, Director, and
Michael Firestone, Science Director, both with the
Office of Children’s Health Protection; and William
Egan, Acting Office Director, Office of Vaccine Re-
search and Review, Center for Biologics Evaluation
and Research; the following officials of the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services: Roger H.
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Bernier, M.D., Associate Director, Science at the Na-
tional Immunization Program, Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention; and Marie Bristol-Power,
National Institute of Child Health and Human De-
velopment, NIH; and public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—GAO
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information and Tech-
nology held an oversight hearing on ‘‘The U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office.’’ Testimony was heard from
David Walker, Comptroller General, GAO; the fol-
lowing former Comptroller Generals: Elmer Staats
and Charles Bowsher; and a public witness.

INTERNET LEGISLATION
Committee on the Judiciary: Held a hearing on the fol-

lowing bills: H.R. 1686, Internet Freedom Act; and H.R.
1685, Internet Growth and Development Act of 1999,
Part 2. Testimony was heard from Representatives Tauzin
and Eshoo; William Kennard, Chairman, FCC; and public
witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law approved for full
Committee action H.R. 4700, to grant the consent
of the Congress to the Kansas and Missouri Metro-
politan Culture District Compact.

Prior to this action, the Subcommittee held a
hearing on H.R. 4700 and H.R. 1293, Transpor-
tation Employee Fair Taxation Act of 1999. Testi-
mony was heard from Representatives Baird and
McCarthy of Missouri; Audrey Langworthy, member
Senate, State of Kansas; and public witnesses.

LOWER DELAWARE WILD AND SCENIC
RIVERS ACT; STEENS MOUNTAIN
WILDERNESS ACT
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands held a hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 2317, Lower Delaware Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act; and H.R. 4828, Steens Mountain
Wilderness Act of 2000. Testimony was heard from
Senators Smith of Oregon and Wyden; Representa-
tives Walden of Oregon, Blumenauer and Green-
wood; from the following officials of the Department
of the Interior: Molly McUsic, Counselor to the Sec-
retary; and Katherine H. Stevenson, Associate Direc-
tor, Cultural Resource Stewardship and Partnerships,
National Park Service; Ronald M. Sworen, Mayor,
Frenchtown Borough, New Jersey; and public wit-
nesses.

RUSSIAN-AMERICAN TRUST AND
COOPERATION ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a modi-
fied closed rule, providing 1 hour of debate on H.R.
4118, Russian-American Trust and Cooperation Act
of 2000. The rule provides that the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on International Rela-
tions now printed in the bill shall be considered as
adopted. The rule makes in order an amendment in

the nature of a substitute printed in the Congres-
sional Record, if offered by Representative Gejden-
son or his designee, which shall be considered as
read and shall be separately debatable for one hour
equally divided and controlled by the proponent and
an opponent. Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instructions. Testimony
was heard from Chairman Gilman.

COMPREHENSIVE RETIREMENT SECURITY
AND PENSION REFORM ACT
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a modi-
fied closed rule providing one hour of debate on
H.R. 1102, to provide for pension reform, equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The rule provides that, in lieu of the amend-
ment recommended by the Committee on Education
and the Workforce now printed in the bill, the text
of H.R. 4843 as reported by the Committee on
Ways and Means shall be considered as adopted. The
rule waives all points of order against consideration
of the bill. The rule provides for consideration of the
amendment printed in the Rules Committee report
accompanying the resolution, if offered by Rep-
resentative Rangel or his designee, which shall be
considered as read, and shall be separately debatable
for one hour equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent. The rule waives all
points of order against consideration of the amend-
ment printed in the report. Finally, the rule provides
one motion to recommit, with or without instruc-
tions. Testimony was heard from Chairman Archer
and Representatives Gutknecht, Rangel and Sanders.

CONFERENCE REPORT—DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 4576, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2001, and against its
consideration. The rule provides that the conference
report shall be considered as read. Testimony was
heard from Representatives Lewis of California and
Murtha.

SAME DAY CONSIDERATION OF
RESOLUTIONS REPORTED BY THE RULES
COMMITTEE
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving clause 6(a) of rule XIII (requiring a two-
thirds vote to consider a rule on the same day it is
reported from the Rules Committee) against certain
resolutions reported from the Rules Committee. The
rule applies the waiver to a special rule reported on
the legislative day of July 19, 2000, providing for
consideration or disposition of a conference report to
accompany H.R. 4810, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Elimination Reconciliation Act of 2000.
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LINEAR NO-THRESHOLD MODEL OF LOW-
DOSE RADIATION
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment held a hearing on Reexamining the
Scientific Basis for the Linear No-Threshold Model
of Low-Dose Radiation. Testimony was heard from
Gary L. Jones, Associate Director, Energy, Resources
and Science Issues, GAO; and public witnesses.

FINANCING COMMERCIAL SPACE
VENTURES
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Space and Aer-
onautics held a hearing on Financing Commercial
Space Ventures. Testimony was heard from Marcia S.
Smith, Specialist in Aerospace and Telecom Policy,
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress;
and public witnesses.

GRADE-CROSSING WHISTLE BAN LAW
IMPLEMENTATION
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation held a hearing
on the Implementation of the Federal Railroad Ad-
ministration Grade-Crossing Whistle Ban Law. Tes-
timony was heard from Speaker Hastert; Representa-
tives Hyde, Biggert, Kucinich, Crane, Rush, and
Gutknecht; Jack Wells, Deputy Administrator, Fed-
eral Railroad Administration, Department of Trans-
portation; Thomas J. Coyne, Mayor, Brook Park,
Ohio; Robert Blomquist, Mayor, Olmstead Falls,
Ohio; Rita Mullins, Mayor, Palatine, Illinois; Judith
Rice, Commissioner, Department of Transportation,
Chicago, Illinois; Richard Mathias, Chairman, Com-
merce Commission, Illinois; and public witnesses.

VETERANS LEGISLATION
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Bene-
fits approved for full Committee action the following
bills: H.R. 4850, Veterans Benefits Act of 2000; and
H.R. 4864, Veterans Claims Assistance Act of 2000.

f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR WEDNESDAY,
JULY 19, 2000

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: Sub-

committee on Securities, to hold hearings on adapting a
1930’s financial reporting model to the 21st century, 10
a.m., SD–538.

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: to
hold hearings on the nomination of Norman Y. Mineta,
of California, to be a Member of the Board of Directors
of the Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority, 9:30
a.m., SR–253.

Subcommittee on Science, Technology, and Space, to
continue hearings on proposed legislation authorizing
funds for fiscal year 2001 for the National Science Foun-
dation, focusing on current research activities, 2:30 p.m.,
SR–253.

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: business
meeting to consider pending calendar business, 9:30 a.m.,
SD–366.

Subcommittee on Water and Power, to hold oversight
hearings on the status of the Biological Opinions of the
National Marine Fisheries Service and the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service on the operations of the Federal hydro-
power system of the Columbia River, 2:30 p.m., SD–366.

Committee on Environment and Public Works: Sub-
committee on Fisheries, Wildlife, and Drinking Water,
to hold oversight hearings on the Fish and Wildlife
Services’s administration of the Federal Aid Program,
9:30 a.m., SD–406.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine giving permanent normal trade relations status to
Communist China, focusing on human rights, labor, trade
and economic implications, 2:30 p.m., SD–419.

Committee on Governmental Affairs: to hold hearings on
certain legislative proposals and issues relevant to the op-
erations of Inspectors General, including S. 870, to
amend the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.)
to increase the efficiency and accountability of Offices of
Inspector General within Federal departments, and an
Administrative proposal to grant statutory law enforce-
ment authority to 23 Inspectors General, 10 a.m.,
SD–342.

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: busi-
ness meeting to consider pending calendar business, 5
p.m., SD–430.

Committee on Indian Affairs: to hold oversight hearings
on activities of the National Indian Gaming Commission,
2:30 p.m., SR–485.

House
Committee on Agriculture, to continue hearings to review

federal farm policy, 10 a.m., 1300 Longworth.
Committee on Armed Services, hearing on military capa-

bilities of the People’s Republic of China, 10 a.m., 2118
Rayburn.

Committee on Banking and Financial Services, hearing on
H.R. 4541, Commodity Futures Modernization Act of
2000, 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Domestic and International Monetary
Policy, to mark up the following bills: H.R. 4096, Bu-
reau of Engraving and Printing Security Printing Amend-
ments Act of 2000; and H.R. 4818, International Mone-
tary Stability Act of 2000, 2 p.m., 2128 Rayburn.

Committee on the Budget, Natural Resources and the En-
vironment Task Force, hearing on Fire Safety Failures of
the Park Service: Caretaker of the Nation’s Treasures Inef-
fective in Addressing Hazards, 10 a.m., 210 Cannon.

Task Force on Welfare, hearing on Food Stamp Fraud:
Why Trafficking Persists and What Can Be Done About
It, 1 p.m., 210 Cannon.

Committee on Commerce, Subcommittee on Health and
Environment, hearing on ‘‘BBA ’97: A Look at the Cur-
rent Impact on Providers and Patients,’’ 10 a.m., 2123
Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Telecommunications, Trade and Con-
sumer Protection, hearing on A Review of the FCC’s
Spectrum Policies for the 21st Century, including H.R.
4758, Spectrum Resource Assurance Act, 10 a.m., 2322
Rayburn.

Committee on Education and the Workforce, Subcommittee
on Employer-Employee Relations, to mark up H.R. 4747,
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Retirement Security Advice Act of 2000, 10:30 a.m.,
2175 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Na-
tional Security, Veterans’ Affairs and International Rela-
tions, hearing on ‘‘Oversight of the State Department: Is
Management Getting Results?’’ 10 a.m., 2247 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, hearing on Crime
and Corruption in Bosnia, 10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on International Economic Policy and
Trade, hearing on the Costs of Internet Piracy for the
Music and Software Industries, 2 p.m., 2200 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, to mark up the following
measures: H.J.Res. 72, granting the consent of the Con-
gress to the Red River Boundary Compact; H.R. 4700,
to grant the consent of the Congress to the Kansas and
Missouri Metropolitan Culture District Compact; H.R.
2987, Methamphetamine Anti-Proliferation Act of 1999;
H.R. 1349. Federal Prisoner Health Care Copayment Act
of 1999; H.R. 4640, DNA Analysis Backlog Elimination
Act of 2000; H.R. 2883, Adopted Orphans Citizenship
Act; H.R. 238, to amend section 274 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act to impose mandatory minimum sen-
tences, and increase certain sentences, for bringing in and
harboring certain aliens act to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide enhanced penalties for persons
committing such offenses while armed; and H.R. 2558,
Prison Industries Reform Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2141
Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, to mark up the following: a reso-
lution and report containing statements of fact (1) report-
ing to the House of Representatives Contempt of Con-
gress by the Project on Government Oversight, Ms.
Danielle Brian Stockton, Mr. Keith Rutter, Mr. Henry
M. Banta, and Mr. Robert A. Berman arising from refus-
als to comply with subpoenas duces tecum issued by the
Committee on Resources and (2) reporting to the House
of Representatives Contempt of Congress by Mr. Robert
A. Berman, Mr. Keith Rutter, Ms. Danielle Brian Stock-
ton, and Mr. Henry M. Banta arising from refusals to an-
swer pertinent questions while testifying under subpoena
before the Subcommittee on Energy and Mineral Re-
sources; motion regarding Transfer of Committee
Records; S. 624, Fort Peck Reservation Rural Water Sys-
tem Act of 1999; S. 1288, Community Forest Restoration
Act; H.R. 1814, to provide incentives for Indian tribes
to collect and pay lawfully imposed State sales taxes on
goods sold on tribal lands and to provide for penalties
against Indian tribes that do not collect and pay such

State sales taxes; S. 1937, to amend the Pacific Northwest
Electric Power Planning and Conservation Act to provide
for sales of electricity by the Bonneville Power Adminis-
tration to joint operating entities; H.R. 2674, Palmetto
Bend Conveyance Act; H.R. 3033, to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to make certain adjustments to the bound-
aries of Biscayne National Park in the State of Florida;
H.R. 3112, Colorado Ute Settlement Act Amendments of
1999; H.R. 3241, to direct the Secretary of the Interior
to recalculate the franchise fee owed by Fort Sumter
Tours, Inc., a concessioner providing service to Fort Sum-
ter National Monument in South Carolina; H.R. 3745,
Effigy Mounds National Monument Additions Act; H.R.
4125, to provide a grant under the urban park and recre-
ation recovery program to assist in the development of a
Millennium Cultural Cooperative Park in Youngstown,
Ohio; H.R. 4275, Colorado Canyons National Conserva-
tion Area and Black Ridge Canyons Wilderness Act of
2000; H.R. 4320, Great Ape Conservation Act of 2000;
H.R. 4340, Mineral Revenue Payments Clarification Act
of 2000; H.R. 4521, to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to authorize and provide funding for rehabilitation of
the Going-to-the-Sun Road in Glacier National Park, to
authorize funds for maintenance of utilities related to the
Park; and H.R. 4583, to extend the authorization for the
Air Force Memorial Foundation to establish a memorial
in the District of Columbia or its environs, 11 a.m., 1324
Longworth.

Committee on Science, hearing on Encouraging Science,
Math, Engineering and Technology Education in Kinder-
garten Through 12th Grade and H.R. 4273, National
Science Education Incentive Act, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark
up the following bills: H.R. 4441, Motor Carrier Fuel
Cost Equity Act of 2000; and H.R. 4844, Railroad Re-
tirement and Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2000, 2
p.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Ground Transportation, to mark up
the following bills: H.R. 4441, Motor Carrier Fuel Cost
Equity Act of 2000; and H.R. 4844, Railroad Retirement
and Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2000, 10 a.m., 2167
Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, to mark up the fol-
lowing: the Miscellaneous Trade and Technical Correc-
tions Act of 2000; H.R. 4678, Child Support Distribu-
tion Act of 2000; H.R. 4844, Railroad Retirement and
Survivors’ Improvement Act of 2000; and the Social Secu-
rity Benefits Tax Relief Act, 1:30 p.m., 1100 Longworth.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 19

Senate Chamber

Program for Wednesday: Senate will continue consider-
ation of H.R. 4461, Agriculture Appropriations.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

10 a.m., Wednesday, July 19

House Chamber

Program for Wednesday: Consideration of H.R. 1102,
Comprehensive Retirement Security and Pension Reform
Act (modified closed rule, one hour of general debate);

Conference report on H.R. 4576, Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 2001 (rule waiving points of
order, one hour of general debate); and

Consideration of H.R. 4118, Russian-American Trust
and Cooperation Act of 2000 (modified closed rule, one
hour of general debate).
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